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Right of passage 


With this edition, Right Now is in its 
21st issue. It seems not inappropriate to 
take stock of what we have achieved, 
and what remains to be done. 

Let us review our achievements, 
modest though they may be. First of all, 
RN has kept going, and appeared every 
quarter since October 1993. This is no 
mean achievement on the Right, where 
initiatives are often launched with a 
fanfare, only to fizzle out. We have 
flourished in more positive ways, too. 
We have accumulated thousands of 
readers from across the social spectrum, 
from a wide range of parties and from 
none. We have found a small number of 
dedicated people who hand out leaflets 
and attend meetings on our behalf. We 
have established cordial links with many 
groups and publications. We have 
gathered together a team of excellent 
writers and artists, and always have too 
many articles to use. We have formed an 
enviable national and international 
network of contacts. Although 
“influence” is necessarily unquantifiable, 
the magazine is beginning to find its 
way into opinion-forming circles in 
politics, academe and the arts, where it 
generally meets with an excellent 
reception (we have some surprising 
supporters!) We are confident that the 
magazine will continue to grow, and 
that we will soon begin to wield some 
real intellectual, cultural and political 
influence. 


EDITORIAL 
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However, we will need your help, in 
the shape of leafleting assistance, ideas 
and — naturally - donations. While it is 
difficult to produce any small magazine, 
running a Right-of-centre magazine has 
its own peculiar difficulties. It is difficult 
to obtain financial backers; it can be 
difficult to find activists. We have been 
lucky thus far in attracting support, but 
we cannot always rely on the goodwill of 
a few busy people. We do not have a 
ready-made distribution network, such as 
we would have if RN were a party politi- 
cal publication. There are still very many 
potential readers who have never heard of 
the magazine, because of the limitations 
of our advertising budget. 

Because Britain is liberal-Left in a 
cultural sense, some people find RN too 
“Rightwing”, and get a little frightened 
(although others, naturally, tell us we are 
much too moderate!) It is a measure of 
the success of the Left that many people 
seem to feel ashamed about having 
healthy views, and will only express their 
feelings half-heartedly and furtively. We 
have been traduced by some segments of 
the media without any chance of reply. 

In spite of all this, RN has survived 
and acquired a formidable reputation for 
both candour and commonsense. We 
have made important friends and the 
future augurs very well. For all these 
reasons, and because our work is so 
necessary, we hope that we will 
continue to receive your vital support. O 
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BLAIR’S BORING BRITAIN: 
TIME TO FIGHT BACK! 


Peter Gibbs sees Ministers of the Crown in 
shirtsleeves; materialism and mobile phones; soap 
operas, lager and loutishness, and asks: what has 
happened to Britain ? 





ere is something profoundly 
depressing about life in modern 
Britain. To anyone even moderately 
educated and cultured, the present-day 
way Of life in our society can be noth- 
ing but a bad dream - each day a 
strange journey through a social land- 
scape increasingly hostile, brutalised, 
proletarianised, greedy, vulgar, denatured, 
uncouth, loutish and unpleasant. 

We have entered a new dark age, a 
twilight time of our history in which 
an aimless population spends its time 
babbling about nothing on mobile 
phones; gawping at endless football 
matches and soaps; or wandering for 
hour upon hour through giant shop- 
ping malls to the accompaniment of 
piped “music”. The unbearable, mind- 
numbing emptiness and tawdriness of 
it all: can this really be the society that 
produced William Shakespeare and 
pioneered a world industrial revolution? 
Our country has well and truly 
collapsed into the gutter and we drift 
towards a new millennium in which 
refinement and quality will lose even 
more ground to the tide of hooligan- 
ism and “laddishness” which currently 
swells about us. 

How are we to understand this phe- 
nomenon of decay — this seemingly 
officially-approved culture of litter, 
grafitti, pop music and the lowest 
common denominator? Its origins are 
varied and it would take a much longer 
article than this in which to discuss 
them adequately. But for our purposes 
we can trace our national malaise back 
to one clear source: post-war liberalism. 
In the last century, of course, liberal- 
ism had many positive connotations 
and was associated with the opening 
of the human mind and the growth of 
knowledge for all. Today, however, 
liberalism has become the very anti- 
thesis of these aspirations and is now 
a state ideology responsible for enforc- 





ing and managing national decline. 
The liberty and social advancement 
of the19th Century —the original liber- 
alism-—has turned into the “anti-elitism” 
and “dumbed-down” egalitarianism of 
today. The reasonable philosophical 
assumption that men should exercise 
freewill has, inthe late 1990s, become 
an excuse to justify “gay” sex at 16, 





the mollycoddling of criminals and the 
granting to so-called asylum seekers 
and refugees easy access to Britain's 
health, housing and social security 
system. Since the 1960s and 70s, and 
despite nearly 20 years of Tory gov- 
ernment, society and leaders alike have 
allowed traditional, sensible, cohesive 
social norms to dissolve, and authority, 
common beliefs and collective identity 
to be mocked and discarded. 

The result? Well, one has only to 
observe the embarrassing goings-on 
during the World Cup to see what | 
mean. Football-related hooliganism and 





the image of the yob carrying the flag 
of St George is how England is seen 
by the world —a far cry from the Eng- 
lishman as represented by Noel Cow- 
ard or David Niven! Yet despite the 
armies of liberal social commentators 
failing over themselves on the BBC’s 
Newsnight programme to condemn 
“jingoism”, “nationalism” and the 
“aggressive culture of white males”, 
the thuggery which overshadows foot- 
ball is the result of decades of liberal- 
ism For the bottle-throwers are the 
end-products of an educational and 
wider system that has suppressed the 
natural feelings of love and loyalty to 
one’s culture, history and identity — 
the very elements that shape the civi- 
lised, sensitive, proud and productive 
person. 

Instructed by Labour-voting teachers 
that smartness, manners and correct 
speech are “outmoded” or “restrictive 
for the individual”, and fed on nothing 
but the despiritualising, chewing-gum 
culture of pop and “yoof”, we have 
spawned a generation of morons. Now 
these people have a Labour Govern- 
ment to reflect their tastes and 
attitudes: a Labour Government 
comprised of men called “Tony” or 
“Mike”; a Government that invites the 
drug-taking dross of the pop industry 
to Downing Street; a Government that 
removes the paintings of imperial 
heroes from the walls of the Foreign 
Office, replacing them, predictably, 
with the drab daubings of deracinated 
“modern art”. 

Boring, valueless, empty, sterile, 
undignified, unimaginative: New 
Labour Britain is a place where an op- 
era house struggles, but a pop-singer 
is féted. It is a place where the Battle 
of Trafalgar is removed from the his- 
tory books, but the lager-lout is allowed 
to snarl, spit and swear in public. It is 
high time the decent people of this 
country made a stand against this 
world-turned-upside-down — and there 
are still tens of thousands of us, 
millions of us, left to do it. 

Let us - the silent, maligned 
majority — work to kick this impudent, 
arrogant, half-educated Labour mob 
out of office and straighten things up 
in our blighted, broken Britain. Let the 
cry go out: Rule Britannia! not “Cool 
Britannia”. Perhaps, then, the happy 
nation of yesteryear may materialise, 
once again holding its head up high as 
the green and pleasant cradle of civili- 
sation, high culture and hope. O 
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Norman’s Wisdom... 











Derek Turner meets ex-Chancellor of the Exchequer Lord Lamont 





What do you think of William Hague’s ballot of 
Conservatives about the single currency? 


| think it’s brave and bold. I’m sure he will get the support of 
an overwhelming majority of Party members. We have a 
natural advantage on this issue and having the endorse- 
ment of the Party will make it easier for us to exploit that 
advantage at the next election. The ballot is not just about 
the internal affairs of the Party — it’s about broadcasting to 
the country that we have the right policy. The ballot will 
help to make the members feel that is their policy. 


Do you wish that Mr Hague had ruled out joining the single 
currency for ever, as a matter of principle? 


A party is elected for only one parliament of five years’ 
maximum duration. What William is saying is that for the 
forseeable future a Conservative Government won't join a 
single currency. | will be very happy if we go into an 
election with that. | want as many people as possible to 
support the Party. Personally, | am dead against the single 
currency, but | would like the Conservative Party also to 
have the support of people who are against the single cur- 
rency now but don’t want to go so far as saying “never”. | 
personally might prefer “never”, but | want the Party to win 
the next election. 


How can the ERM and EMU be compared? 


The ERM demonstrated the dangers of linking currencies 
together. What caused the ERM to fail was that there were 
different conditions in different countries at the same time 
and there couldn’t therefore be a linked monetary policy. 
Also, UK interest rates were too high at the latter stage. 
There is an important difference between the ERM and the 
single currency — exit is not possible from EMU. 


What do you think of the idea propounded by John 
Redwood, Conrad Black and others, that we should 
leave the EU in preference for NAFTA? 


lronically, if we wanted to join NAFTA the EU would have to 
negotiate it for us because we have surrendered to Europe 
the right to make treaty arrangements governing trade with 
other countries. | can’t quite see that happening! I’m not 
against joining NAFTA but I’m not convinced that we need 
to belong to anything. We should get away from mummy. 
We don’t need always to cling to something. There’s a bi 
world out there with fewer se fewer tariffs and fewer aad 
fewer impediments to the movement of capital. Let’s be 
grown up and stand on our own. 


Which of the non-Conservative Euro-sceptic groups 
do you admire? 


| think they're all useful. | have considerable respect for the 
CIB, UKIP and the Referendum Movement, although | am 
sorry that they have sometimes opposed Conservative can- 
didates. | agree with much that they say. All of these groups 
ought to be able to support the Party’s new policy. It would 
be wrong to be too purist. In the ference campaign, 
the leading position will be taken by the leader of the Con- 
servative Party, no-one else. I’m in favour of a thousand 
flowers blooming, but the most important campaigner 
against the single currency will be the Conservative Leader. 


What can the Right do to bolster national cents and a 
sense of patriotism? What do you think of the ideology of 
multiculturalism? 


| am a strong believer in the nation state, also in the Union 
and in Britain’s freedom to govern itself. The achievements 
of the Union are glorious a | cannot understand why any- 
one should decry that as old-fashioned. A love oh ones 
country does not mean being disparaging about any other 
country. There is such a thing as non-aggressive national- 
ism. The British people are united by a sense of their own 
identity, and we shouldn't be afraid to assert that. But the 
world is changing, and we have to accommodate new 
strands in our society. Ironically, some immigrants have more 
of a sense of being British than some native Britons! 

| think there are dangers in multiculturalism. It remains 
to be seen whether the United States can cope with the 
strains caused by the ceaselessly changing population. A 
society that governs itself, raises taxes and spends money 
through its government has to be based on certain assump- 
tions. There can be an acknowledgement of different roots 
and histories but there have to be shared values and 
institutions as well. 


Doesn’t the global economy endanger the existence of 
nation-states? 

I’ve often reflected on this, and my answer is no. | find the 
idea of one global culture utterly repulsive. But in a very 
interesting essay, Isaiah Berlin put the point that the youn 
in Valparaiso and Bangkok all watch Madonna but they al 
see her differently. | was struck the other day when listen- 
ing to a marketing manager for Coca-Cola who said: “There 
is no such thing as a European consumer”. Although Coca- 
Cola is one product, it has to be sold in different ways in 
each country. One can get misled by superficial things which 
conceal cuhoral differences. 

When we use the word “globalisation” what do we 
mean? Do we mean more than the mobility of capital from 
one country to another? Football is globalised in the sense 
that Chelsea and Newcastle have players from other coun- 
tries. Food is globalised in that you can go to restaurants 
with dishes from all over the world in London. The spread 
of technology is a form of globalisation. If the wheel was 
discovered somewhere in the middle of Europe and then 
slowly spread across the rest of Europe you could call that 
the start of globalisation. In this sense, globalisation means 
the progress of humanity, and it shouldn’t be resisted. Our 
identities are not cast in aspic. However, we should want to 
preserve all of the best things in our culture. 


As a spare-time ornithologist, why are the Conservatives 
regarded as being hostile to the environment? 

| suppose it’s because the Party is equated with business. 
But of course as believers in the market we presumably 
believe that the polluter pays - | certainly do. The Con- 
servative Party is also the party of the countryside. It would 
seem curious that a party with our name should be 
regarded as anti-environment. | believe in town and coun- 
try planning. Even if it lowers the rate of economic growth 
| still think it is one of the glories of our country sid must 
be retained. | am passionate not just about the Green Belt 
but also about protecting the real countryside against 
incursions from suburbia. The soul of a country is in its 
countryside. 


What are your reflections on Russia? 


| am very interested in the whole question of the West's 
response to Russia because it is an historic opportunity. We 
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ought to be doing everything we can to underwrite 
democracy and reform there. I’m not in favour of 
injecting vast amounts of money but it’s very 
important to help with modest measures of train- 
ing in establishing the basis of a civil society. | am 
alarmed that Russia seems to be trying to find a 
“third way” between a socialist economy and a 
market economy. This is doomed to failure. 

The EU adopts a pathetic attitude to eastern 
Europe. One of the few justifications for the exist- 
ence of the EU is what it could do to help eastern 
Europe. | favour expanding the EU to include the 
eastern European countries. If you take the [Sun- 
day Telegraph Economics Editor Bill] Jamieson and 
[Anti-Maastricht Alliance co-ordinator Helen] 
Szamuely case against eastward expansion, then | 
agree that the arithmetic does not add up. It would 
be financially impossible to incorporate these 
countries into the EU as it is now. But | think these 
countries would change the nature of the EU. The 
Common i vicullural Policy is completely incon- 
sistent with eastern countries joining — admittin 
these countries would necessitate radical reform a 
the CAP. There would have to be a complete change 
in the European budget. The accession of these 
countries would make the EU more modest in its 
ambitions. Notwithstanding the bureaucracy of the 
EU and the pettifogging details of its legislation, in 
the EU free enterprise and private property exist. In 
these respects, it is a good model for eastern Eu- 
rope. It is certainly a lot better than the economic 
system they had before. 


Some Russia-watchers believe that Western Euro- 
pean style democracy and free market ideas might 
not travel well to Russia. What do you say to this? 


The same people thought these ideas wouldn't 
travel well to Asia. Despite the current difficulties, 
free enterprise and the first steps towards democ- 
racy have become more widespread in Asia. | don’t 
see why the same shouldn’t FapeeR ultimately in 
eastern Europe. It may take the Russians a long 
time to establish a workable democracy but the 
spread of technology and capital will mean that 
inevitably Russia will become part of the global 
economy. That is unavoidable. 


Post-ennoblement, what are your political aims? 


| would like to play a part in keeping Britain out of 
the single currency. | think that is the most impor- 
tant oolfcal task in the next few years. | would like 
to help William Hague all | can. The media have 
been very unfair to ae | think he has great quali- 
ties and that he will one day be PM. | am also 
writing a book about my time as Chancellor, and 
that will deal with Europe quite extensively. Q 


eo. stickers and posters as produced for York and 
ehalf of the AMA, CIB, etc 


A common, popular theme for all Eurosceptic groups. Con- 
stant supplies available to eon throughout the movement 
asic message to the public 


Cardiff on 


and so present a consistent 


Coin/envelope stickers (small): £3.00 per thousand. 
Lamp-post stickers (larger): £5.00 per thousand 
Yellow and black posters: A4 30p per ten, A3 60p per ten, A2 £1.40 per ten 
All including postage. No quantity too large or too small 


From: Keep Our Pound, South House, Headington Hill, Oxford, Oxon 
Oxs OBT. 
Telephone: 01865 761792 





Photo: R Gardner, Barnaby’s Picture library 


Rt Hon Norman Stewart Hughson Lamont 


Chairman, Cambridge University Conservative Association, 
1963. President, Cambridge Union, 1964. Conservative 
Research Department, 1966-68. Merchant banker, NM 
Rothschild , 1968-79. MP, Kingston-upon-Thames, 1972-97. 
Contested Harrogate, 1997. Opposition Spokesman, Prices and 
Consumer Affairs, 1975-76. Opposition Spokesman, Industry, 
1976-79. Parliamentary Under Secretary of State, Dept of 
Energy, 1979-81. Minister of State, DTI, 1981-85. Minister of 
State, Defence Procurement, 1985-86. Privy Councillor 1986. 
Financial Secretary, HM Treasury, 1986-89. Chief Secretary, 
HM Treasury, 1989-90. Chancellor of the Exchequer, 1990-93. 
Chairman, Bow Group, 1970-71. Publication: Sovereign 
Britain. Hobbies: reading, ornithology. 





Also available: 


Gilt lapel badges support- 
ing the pound. Orders for 
batches of 100 or more 
badges at £20.00 per 
hundred to: 


John Sellers, 
Badge Express, Kyre Park, 
Tenbury Wells, Worcs, 
WRI15 8RP. 


Tel: 01885 410247 
Facsimile: 01885 410398 
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“We shall remember them...” 


Ian Davidson tells of the vital work of Friends of War Memorials 











| bie of War Memorials (FOWM) 
sprang from the fact that no-one would 
accept the ultimate responsibility for war 
memorials which were suffering from the 
ravages of time or had been vandalised or 
even just forgotten. Since its inception, the 
organisation has found that many Rolls of 
Honour (not always from consecrated 
premises) have been disposed of in a negli- 
gent manner or misused. 

The Ministry of Defence and the 
Department of the Environment, while 
expressing sympathy, both said that war 
memorials were nothing to do with them. 
The Royal British Legion’s funds cover a 
different range of charitable objectives than 
looking after buildings or objects, although 
they are immensely helpful in assisting us 
to fulfil our remit. The Imperial War Museum 
was at the time of our beginnings solely 
devoted to the much-needed task of cata- 
loguing war memorials. It seems that that 
list will eventually contain 50-60,000 items. 

Some local authorities took their task of 
looking after war memorials seriously; others 
did not. There is some legislation which 
covers the Church of England and other 
pieces of statute that can be stretched to 
private or non-conformist artefacts or build- 
ings, but the files nevertheless get fuller 
every day with details of war memorials at 
risk. They fall into three main categories. 

First, there are war memorials that have 
been either vandalised, neglected or just 
forgotten. In these cases, it is possible for a 
local committee to get together and draw 
the attention of the local authority to the 
situation. Friends of War Memorials has 
assisted in doing just this and Her Majesty 
the Queen Mother, the Royal British Legion 
and other organisations have all played their 
parts in bringing to our attention memorials 
which are at risk. An important break- 
through came when Halifax PLC made a 
sum of money available to help to pay for or 
defray some of the costs incurred by local 
people in restoring their own memorials. We 
have already had some measure of success, 
therefore, in putting the necessary, but 
mostly gentle, pressure on local and church 
authorities, with positive results. Added to 
that, the Royal British Legion, the Imperial 
War Museum, the Commonwealth War 
Graves Commission, the Countryside 
Commission, the Civic Trust and other 
important organisations are working with us 
to identify war memorials in peril. 

The second category, and one which any- 
one reading this can help us with, is the 
increasing ghastly practice of the negligent 
disposal of memorials, especially Roll of 
Honour boards, which have been taken from 
abandoned churches and chapels and then 


misused. For instance, FOWM resited one 
such memorial, which contained the names 
of Welsh soldiers who gave their lives in the 
First World War. Roath Park Primary School 
resited this Roll of Honour in their premises 
on 11 November 1997. Winston Churchill 
took part in this ceremony, along with the 
local British Legion. FOWM have other 
Honour Boards in their possession and are 
working on the same lines as we did in 
Cardiff, looking for a suitable school or 
church to take them in. Those who gave their 
lives in the service of their country should 
not be dishonoured. Relocation in schools, 





Formerly neglected and grafitti 
covered, this War Memorial has 
now been re-sited 





chapels, churches or with caring organisa- 
tions must be a priority. 

The third group is more difficult. It con- 
cerns adding names to existing memorials 
or, in some cases, adding a list of names to 
a plinth or plaque. Usually, the names to be 
added to memorials of the Great War are 
those from the Second World War. Unfortu- 
nately, further conflicts have also to be 
remembered. It is now accepted by all local 
authorities that it is not necessary for an 
actual declaration of war to have been made 
for a state of war to exist, so this should be 
taken into account when making represen- 
tations to have names added of anyone who 
fell in the service of their country. FOWM 
will help. 

1998 marks the 80th anniversary of the 
end of the First World War. Next year, it is 
the 60th anniversary of the beginning of the 
Second World War. Consequently, interest 
in those great battles and the sacrifices of 
so many men will be rekindled. Most First 
World War memorials were built by public 








6 


subscription and given prominent positions 
in villages and towns. The Cenotaph in Lon- 
don throws out its ripples to every city, town 
and village in the United Kingdom. It is not 
just Whitehall where we remember those 
who made the supreme sacrifice. Every- 
where has a similar salute. Rolls of Honour 
were often paid for by two and three friends, 
by a family, by a church or a club remem- 
bering their own. Inevitably, most of those 
friends are now dead, the families broken 
up, the churches knocked down or used for 
other purposes. 

A threat growing at an alarming rate is 
the increasing policy of abandoning, selling 
or knocking down war memorial hospitals 
and other types of memorials, such as foot- 
bridges, village halls and recreation areas. 
This menace can only be attacked by local 
people. We will help but, at the end of the 
day, public pressure is the greatest weapon. 

At present, we are exploring ways of 
strengthening and co-ordinating the legislation 
concerning all sorts of war memorials and, 
with the help of the Rt Hon David McLean 
MP’s Ten Minute Rule Bill, we are testing 
the feasibility of listing all types of war 
memorials, although definitions will be com- 
plex. SALVO, the organisation representing 
antique dealers, especially architectural 
antiques, have also joined us in our quest 
for a proper rededication and resiting of war 
memorials. 

We need all the help we can get to secure 
our future and our heritage on behalf of those 
who died. Fortunately, bad coincidences 
help. For instance, the First World War is 
now part of the National Curriculum and 
we can explain to our young sixth formers 
that the men who died in 1914-18 were ina 
large part of their own age, and that many 
girls were nurses, not just in France but on 
the Home Front in almost every town. Even 
more poignantly, many young women whose 
fiances perished wore their engagement rings 
for the rest of their lives. All this sacrifice 
was repeated just 25 years later in the Second 
World War, fortunately not quite to the same 
extent. 

FOWM will, as it becomes stronger, 
move into the ranks of our young people, 
helping to educate them about the sacrifices 
made on their behalf and the necessity of 
preserving those honourable memories. 
Since the Second World War, there have been 
many other conflicts, including the Falklands 
and the Gulf. Our servicemen and women 
still lay their lives on the line. Our heritage 
is precious. I hope you will help us to 
protect it. O 


Ian Davidson is the founder of Friends 
of War Memorials 


If you would like to assist Friends of War 
Memorials, please write to: 

Friends of War Memorials, 

4 Lower Belgrave Street, 

London SW1W OLA 


or telephone (0171) 259 0403 





Right NOW! October/December 1998 


lhe Ulster Unionist Party was formed to 

defend the simple principle that the 
interests of the people of Northern Ireland 
are best served by remaining within the 
United Kingdom. The defence of the Union 
was the foundation stone upon which all of 
the policies the party created rested. The 
litmus test for the acceptance or rejection 
of a political political strategy or specific 
policy became: does this damage or 
strengthen the Union? 

It is against that criterion that I weigh 
the policies presently being followed by the 
Ulster Unionist Party leaders. Within days 
of his election as party leader Mr Trimble 
followed a course of action radically different 
from his predecessor, and did so at helter- 
skelter pace. 

After the events in the late 1960s and 
early 1970s culminated in the disastrous 
decision to sweep away the Stormont Par- 
liament, followed by the rejection by the 
Unionist people of the various attempts to 
create a forced power-sharing coalition, the 
Conservative Party concluded that the only 
realistic way forward was to create in North- 
ern Ireland a form of devolved administra- 
tion. It was this concept which found ex- 
pression in the Conservative 1979 election 
manifesto which declared for what was, in 
effect, a body with county council powers. 
It was the brainchild of people like Airey 
Neave and Ian Gow. The fact that the IRA 
murdered both of them is a very clear indi- 
cation that the forces of Irish Republican- 
ism recognised that such a solution would 
not only keep Northern Ireland within the 
United Kingdom, it would also be accept- 
able to much the greater number of the 
population of all creeds and none. 

The Ulster Unionist Party negotiators 
in the last talks process agreed to a system 
of government which is a coalition of all 
parties which enjoy more than about 10% 
of electoral support. 

During the Second Reading debate on 
the Northern Ireland Bill implementing this 
unique system, Mr David Trimble made this 
interesting observation: “If the Assembly is 
to work, it must be based on an effective 
coalition between us and the SDLP. I have 
no problem with that concept — indeed I sup- 
ported it in the Constitutional Convention 
in 1975. At that time the coalition was to be 
entered into freely; this time the coalition is 
formalised in the agreement and in legislation 
— particularly with regard to the special 
voting proceedures contained therein.” 

In other words he was now accepting 
that which the Unionist people had rejected 
in earlier years. I must say, however, that I 
was never present at any meeting where he 
clearly expressed his support for the con- 
cept of a power-sharing coalition with Irish 
nationalists after he became a member of 
the Ulster Unionist Party. 

He has, however, made it clear that he 
wants to create a new type of Unionist Party 
and it seems that his new creation will be a 
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much more centralised organisation than 
that which has existed hitherto. Progress 
on this has been slow but the route to con- 
stitutional change and powersharing gov- 
ernment followed by the party under David 
Trimble’s leadership has been one of fast 
and furious activity. That said, very many 
Unionists are deeply worried about where 
the present course of action will end, given 
that the party is now far from where it be- 
gan. 


Conditions not met 

At first the position of the Leader was that 
we would not talk to Sinn Fein/IRA until 
they had given up their weapons and 
explosives to the authorities. In addition 
there had to be disbandment of the terrorist 
structures and a complete stop to intimida- 
tion, beatings and shootings. We have moved 
to the position where the Sinn Fein/IRA 
leadership has been elected to the Assem- 
bly and has now had face-to-face bilateral 
meetings with Mr Trimble without any of 
these conditions being met. Indeed there 
seems little prospect of the IRA ever 
complying with the terms of the Belfast 
Agreement on their weaponry. 

Some people are, however, of the opinion 
that, in order to put further pressure on the 
Unionist people to accept their good inten- 
tions, they will, by a carefully chosen form 
of words, give the impression that they will 
surrender arms at the end of two years. They 
could even produce a few old firearms and 
other material no longer needed. The 
important issue is, of course, that having 
been elected to the Assembly the representa- 
tives of Sinn Fein/IRA are certain to be in 
the Northern Ireland Cabinet. 

Given that the coalition of UUP/SDLP 
envisaged by David Trimble has actually 
developed into an UUP/SDLP/Sinn Fein/ 
IRA coalition we can say that the strategy 
of the Armalite and the ballot paper as a 
route to political power has enjoyed consid- 
erable success! In the light of that, the 
‘symbol’ of a handshake between David 
Trimble and Gerry Adams is of no conse- 
quence — Adams and company practice 
realpolitik and they are entering the open 
door to posts in the Cabinet of Northern 
Ireland. 

They will, therefor, be in a very power- 
ful position to push forward with the 
‘constitutional imperative’ of a United Ire- 
land set out by the Republic’s courts in the 
McGimpsey case. That, of course, is the 
ultimate objective of all Irish nationalists, 
including the SDLP. 


When they are within the highest level 
of the government of Northern Ireland with 
the weapons of the IRA still in the hands of 
the still-existing terrorist structure the 
pressure for the further advance of the 
‘constitutional imperative’ will be immense 
and relentless. 

Let anyone who doubts the capacity of 
the IRA/Sinn Fein to exert their authority 
over violent Republicanism consider the 
aftermath of the Omagh bomb. The scale of 
the death and injury were such that the IRA 
came to the conclusion that they had to act 
against their former comrades in terrorism. 
We can safely assume that all those involved 
in that atrocity were members of the IRA 
until a short time before the bomb exploded. 

The Governments of the United King- 
dom and the Republic and, for that matter, 
President Clinton, may claim that it was their 
new laws plus the moral pressure and the 
outrage of the people which led to the 
ceasefire of the ‘Real IRA’, but very few in 
Northern Ireland really believe that. People 
in the Province have listened to the other, 
less widely broadcast, reports to the effect 
that the IRA simply visited their former 
colleagues and told them to stop their vio- 
lence because it was counter-productive to 
the best interests of Irish republicanism. 
Those receiving this message knew that if 
they refused to comply they would face 
really draconian measures and so did as they 
were told. 

Given these facts there are increasing 
signs of anger in the Unionist electorate, less 
than half of which voted for the “Yes’ camp 
in the elections to the assembly. The meeting 
with Adams has increased that unrest and 
the spectacle of the cross-border bodies 
being set up, the early release of convicts, 
all combined with Gerry Adams and Martin 
McGuinness as Northern Ireland Ministers, 
will cause the scales to fall from the eyes of 
many more people. 

The people will also relearn the simple 
fact that powersharing and free elections are 
incompatible and the system is unworkable. 
What happens when that point is reached? 
What will the Government then attempt and 
what will the Ulster Unionist Party do? 

In the immediate future we have another 
question — what happens if the Unionist Party 
refuses to go ahead with the mechanics of the 
agreement when the IRA and the other 
terrorist bodies do not give up all their 
weapons? O 


William Ross is Ulster Unionist Member 
of Parliament for Londonderry East 
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The immigration imbroglio 














Derek Turner meets Peter Brimelow, author of the best-selling 
Alien Nation - Common Sense about America’s Immigration Disaster 





What is so important about the 1965 Immigration Act? 
It effectively reignited mass immigration after a gap of 40 years. 
As a consequence, there are presently a million legal immigrants 
into America every year and somewhere between 300,000 and 
500,000 illegal net. Gross illegal immigration is an estimated 
two to three million a year. The stock of illegal immigrants at the 
moment is five to six million and it increases by three to five 
hundred thousand a year. 

The real significance of these numbers is not their absolute 
size, although they have now surpassed the numbers at the 
peak of the last major wave at the beginning of this century, but 
in their relationship to population growth. Americans have 
stabilised their population through small family sizes, but the 
government is second-guessing them through a ts policy. Very 
shortly all population growth will be provided by immigration. 
That will drive the population up to maybe 400 million by 2050, 
on a median estimate. Of those, 130 million will be post-1970 
immigrants and their descendants, virtually all of whom will be 
coloured. At that point US whites will become a minority. This 
is a demographic transformation without precedent in the 
history of the world. 


How does the post-1965 policy differ from earlier policy? 
The salient characteristic mae ton immigrants is that the 
are underskilled by comparison with earlier immigrants. Although 
Americans are taught that immigration is all about Emma 
Lazarus’s “huddled masses”, in fact immigrants into the US 
have typically been more skilled than the native-born. Now, how- 
ever, we have an immigrant in-flow that’s markedly less skilled 
than the native-born. This is going to add a new underclass to 
the existing underclass. 

Another big difference, of course, is the welfare state. In 
1900, if immigrants failed in the workforce there was essen- 
tially no welfare system, so they went back. There was also 
very little education. Most Americans did not spend more than 
two or three years at what's now called high each Now there 
are enormous implicit and explicit transfers - through welfare, 
health and education and so on. An immigrant who fails in the 
workplace has an enormous incentive to stay, particularly if he 
has children. That has completely altered the dynamic of 
immigration. 

What brought about the change in policy? 
One major causal factor was the whole civil rights spasm. There 
was a genuine feeling that to discriminate between immigrants 
on the basis of national origin, as had been done between the 
1920s and 1960s, was somehow immoral. But national origins 
really do matter. The rule of thumb is that Third World immi- 
grants do worse in the workforce than First World immigrants 
by a factor of ten. The welfare participation rates of Europeans 
is generally about 1% or 2% and of Third Worlders up to 20%. 
In 1965 the national origins system was formally abolished, 
but immigration into the US still comes from a relatively small 
number of countries, because of the so-called “family 
reunification” of extended Third World families. From time to 
time there have been attempts made to adjust that depending 
on the strength of the lobbies. But it has always been done in 
an unprincipled way, benefiting nobody other than the groups 
themselves. 
How do you answer Leftists and neo-conservatives 
who say that the United States is an abstraction 
rather than a proper nation, and that America is a 
nation of immigrants? 


The neo-conservative position on immigration is basically driven 
by the question of whether or not their grandparents would 
ave got in under this system. They have an enormous emo- 
tional aversion to immigration controls and also to the idea that 
the US is a nation. They like to think it is purely an ideological 
construct. Although there is an ideological aspect to the US, it 
was a very specific type of nation in 1776. In the Federalist 
Papers, the opening essay explicitly says that the federal union 
could be made to work only because Americans were one 
people with one history and one religion - and that wasn’t 
Christianity, but Protestantism. If the US is an ideational 
construct then it’s a fairly simple matter to bring people in and 
have them sign on the dotted line, like a hire purchase contract. 
But if it’s an ethno-cultural unit then assimilation is much more 
problematical. The US has never been a multicultural, multi- 
racial society. Can the culture survive if you radically alter the 
ethnic base of a country? Maybe it can but why take the risk? 
| always say that all nations are nations of immigrants. There is 
no known case where people grew out of the ground. The onl 
question is when they came and how quickly they oasinallcheds 
The USA is unusual in that it was a rather rapid process; a 
process that in England took 2,000 years was done in the US in 
200 to 300. But nations can be demolished just as quickly. 
Continuing the present policy will result in the US splitting up. 


How does American immigration policy compare to 
Third World immigration policies? 

When | was writing Alien Nation we called a lot of countries 
who were major immigrant senders to the US and asked how an 
American citizen would go about immigrating into them. They 
just laughed! Most of them said it was simply impossible. The 
Mexican policy is a good one. Mexico is presently the leading 
source of fs Bes illegal immigrants. One would ite to go in 
person to Mexico City on a six month visa and apply for perma- 
nent status at the appropriate ministry. If you hadn’t obtained 
your status by the time the six months expired one would have 
to leave and start all over again! You would have to possess 
significant assets in order to be allowed to do this. It is 
ludicrously hypocritical. The Indians asked “Are you of Indian 
heritage?”. They didn’t mean citizenship - they meant race. 
Theyre running a Brown India Policy just like the old White 
Australia Policy. If immigration really was a good thing these 
countries should be in favour of it. 


What are the main weaknesses of diverse societies? 
A lot depends on how successful the divergent parts of society 
are. In the US, some racial groups are extremely unsuccessful 
and other groups are extremely successful. This obviously 
creates all kinds of strains. Diversity is not strength, but weak- 
ness. It allows unscrupulous political opportunists to foment 
division and encourages the development of ethnic constituencies. 
It should be obvious to anyone with any historical sense that 
immigration has to be managed very carefully. 

The other thing it does is to gradually curtail open debate. 
For example, | was some years ago at a dinner in New York 
attended by a very famous sociologist, just before The Bell Curve 
came out. He said he had no doubt that Herrnstein and Murray 
were right, but that he wouldn’t say this in public, because 
there was a limit to what he could say in a multiracial society. 
My experience with Alien Nation has convinced me that a 
multiracial society cannot be totally free, as a result of both fear 
and well intentioned sensitivities. There were some hysterically 
violent denunciations of me, particularly in the print media. On 
the other hand there was enormous support on talk radio. What 
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distressed me most, however, was the reaction of the conservative 
establishment, such as The Wall Street Journal, who refused to 
engage in argument at all. 

At the time | wrote Alien Nation economists were realising 
that in fact there is no significant economic benefit to the Ameri- 
can native-born from the immigrant presence. Immigration may 
increase GDP, but the great bulk of that is captured by the 
immigrants themselves. This has been confirmed by the 
National Academy of Sciences report, The New Americans, which 
came out last year. Something between 1-10 billion dollars goes 
to the native born. In the context of a seven trillion dollar economy 
that’s nothing. On the other hand, the report showed a welfare 
loss of about 35 billion dollars, amounting to $1,000 for every 
native-born family in California. 


Why haven’t the Republicans taken up immigration as 
a political issue? 

Stupidity is the principal reason, and | don’t say that facetiously. 
The Republican Party, like the Conservative Party, is basically a 
party of small businessmen, lawyers and so on. These are 
people who don’t have time to think about the future of the 
Republic. Also, of course, immigration is a new issue, which 
didn’t exist until after the ‘65 Act. Most of the people now in 
power in the US were already adults when this happened and 
they just haven’t adjusted to the new reality. Furthermore, Ameri- 
can parties are driven to a very large extent by financial 
contributors. These contributors are all disproportionately inter- 
ested in immigration. Immigration disadvantages a lot of people 
a little and benefits a small number of people a lot and that is a 
classic formula for special interest politics. The special interest 
groups are strong and they easily intimidate cowardly and 
stupid politicians. 

But it goes beyond that. There have been three initiatives in 
California which in one way or another address what at the 
National Review we used to call the “national question” issues: 
Propositions 187, on immigration, 209, on affirmative action, 

and 227, on language. Every one was carried overwhelmingly 
=e yet still the arty refuses to bite, so there’s obviously some 
very serious ale there. They're not even being pragmatic; 
this is stupid by any calculation. 

A big problem is this pathological fear of being called “racist”. 
| call the 1965 Immigration Act and the subsequent disaster 
“Hitler's revenge”. The present elite emerged from the Second 
World War so fanatically opposed to “racism” that it’s gone 
overboard on the other side. It’s reached the point now where it 
cannot accept any kind of recognition of human differences. 

Immigrants vote so overwh nace for the Democrats that 
the Republicans are going to be wiped out in very short order. 
Ed Rubenstein and | have calculated [Ed: See National Review, 
June 16 1997] that the Republicans have two more presidential 
election cycles in which they can hope to win the presidency — 
if they get a very high average vote. After that, it’s going to be 
virtually impossible. Presumably Republicans can do their maths 
as well as we can but they just don’t want to face it. 

Establishment Right parties throughout the European world 
are not handling this question, so gradually other parties are 
rising to tap into the issue. The example of France suggests that 
the establishment Right will not handle this issue even when 
the insurgent party becomes a real force. This of course dooms 
them to permanent opposition. 


What do you think of Pat Buchanan? 
He is a great man who’s made a lot of good points about 
capitalist triumphalism. He’s realised that free trade does have 
victims. It is rather like immigration; although it may improve 
things in aggregate it does damage individual and specific groups 
and these groups may not receive the benefits generating 
aggregates. There is a permanent reallocation factor from free 
trade as there is from immigration. | just don’t think tariffs are 
an effective way of going about addressing the problem. 
Immigration reform would be much more effective in helping 
the American working class. 

Tariffs and markets are superficial compared to immigration, 
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which fundamentally transforms a society. One of the 
paradoxes about tariffs i is that they tend to artificially stimulate 
the need for unskilled workers. On the face of it, the US is 
supposed to be competitive on the basis of its high technology. 
We certainly can’t compete in terms of wage levels with Asia 
and yet we have an immigration policy largely devoted to bring- 
ing in unskilled workers. But | think very highly of Pat. It is very 
interesting to compare the way Pat was treated by the 
conservative establishment with the way that George Wallace 
was treated. The reaction to George Wallace was to treat him 
with a certain amount of personal respect and steal his issues, 
whereas the conservative reaction to Pat was to endorse all of 
the Left’s personal attacks and to ignore his issues. That seems 
to be a sign of a movement in terminal decline. A new conservative 
movement will have to arise and new institutions will have to 
develop. 

The debate about immigration into the US is very similar to 
the European debate in Britain. Opinion polls show enormous 
resistance to it but it doesn’t affect the elite. | don’t think infor- 
mation about immigration is fully disseminated, and the fear of 
being thought “racist” has cowed a lot of people. It will 
probably take a new, uninhibited, post-civil rights generation 
for the immigration disaster to be properly addressed. Q 


Copies of Alien Nation - Common Sense About America’s 
Immigration Disaster, published by Random House, may be 
ordered from bookshops (ISBN 0 679 43058 X) or obtained on- 


line at www.amazon.com . 
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Nationalism, old and new 





Thomas Molnar says that the nation state is the best defence against uniformity and tyranny 





he most remarkable thing about 

modern nationalism is that while near- 
ubiquitous, there is no social class in 
particular that ‘sponsors’ it, no clearly 
defined segment of the population which 
carries the values traditionally attached to 
the word and to the quality. Until recently, 
things were very different. 

Attachment to the nation — not just to 
the native land, the petite patrie — used to 
be the prerogative of nobility and high clergy, 
who were assumed to protect the land, the 
language, historical memories and symbols. 
These were practically their property. The 
relationship goes back to the Middle Ages”, 
when Sorbonne students were grouped into 
nationes and when Joan of Arc used the 
popular “godon” (““Goddam’’) in reference 
to the English, a curse word. She used the 
term because it was obviously understood 
by her compatriots. National distinctions 
(together with religious ones) were clear and 
practicable. 

By the end of the 18th Century, nation- 
alism had become a mass-notion. Nations, 
as Goethe implied at the battle of Valmy 
battle (1792) began to be understood as all 
that filled the geopolitical and sentimental 
space within respective borders. The aris- 
tocratic connotation disappeared with the 
economic and cultural decline of that class; 
the populist and romantic component of 
nationalism embraced first the peasants and 
later the proletariat. The stories of past 
upheavals were “nationalised” in peoples’ 
literary and artistic memories. In Walter 
Scott and Victor Hugo’s pages the knight 
became an idealized champion of the nation; 
Joan of Arc was herself “re-invented” both 
as a Saint and as a national symbol. Proof of 
this persistence of nationalism is that Marx- 
ism never succeeded in “‘internationalising” 
the workers. In 1914 both German and 
French socialists voted for the war budget, 
and in 1941 Stalin mobilised the workers 
for a Stakhanovite super-competition for 
Mother Russia and her historically symbolic 
figures. 

We may describe these acts less as 
bolshevik than as national-socialist, one of 
the adequate labels for the age — especially 
so in the Hitlerist handling where ideas were 
projected beyond nationalism, toward myth. 
Hitler told Hermann Rauschning® in the late 
1930s, prophesying of the 21st Century: 
“There is no such thing as a pure race; per- 
haps not even a race as such. But the wave 
of populism and democracy, the psychology 
of the masses, necessitates dealing with vast 
myths in order to mobilize absolute loyalty”. 
The message was that henceforth not the 


nation but a vaster social myth would rule 
popular imagination and prompt action. This 
view accommodated nationalism at least in 
the 20th Century. 

After 1945, nationalism acquired a bad 
name, partly because of its association with 
the Hitlerist regime, although nationalism 
had already begun to acquire a bad name in 
the 19th Century, when industrialisation lent 
credence to the notion that the mechaniza- 
tion of human relationships would somehow 
happily unify the international scene. Sud- 
denly, the images d’Epinal of nationalism 
as a romantic-poetical emotion (carried by 
poets from subjugated nations, such as 
Petofi, Mickiewicz, Mazzini, Pushkin and 
Eminescu) were erased from public memory, 
and replaced by images of nationalism as 
divisive, aggressive and destructive. From 


pages the knight became an idealized 
champion of the nation” — a detail 
from Diirer’s engraving St George on 
Horseback, 1508. 





being romantic and heroical, the image of 
nationalism turned one of brutality and vin- 
dictiveness. The new world order initiated 
in 1920, and increasingly in 1945, was based 
on utopian projects (“permanent peace”, 
League of Nations, arbitration, the Briand- 
Kellogg Pact), enthusiastically supported by 
Western intellectuals whose partisanship for 
Communism rested on a post-romantic, 
Marxian analysis of a socialised planet. 
Nation and nationalism were declared to be 
negative forces, serving the aggressive 
instincts. No fashionable thinkers regarded 
nationalism as a positive quality, promoting 
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solidarity, esprit de corps and spirit of 
sacrifice. Indeed, the white-hot nationalism 
of 1914-18 was held responsible (by, for 
instance, F Furet) for the growth of ideolo- 
gies and the rise of Lenin, Mussolini and 
Hitler. By definition everything opposing na- 
tionalism was proclaimed to be good. 


Unexpected champions 


Surprisingly, however, and from an unex- 
pected corner, the cause of nationalism, 
repudiated by official Western ideology, has 
been taken up by populations hitherto 
counted upon by Western intellectuals to 
consign it to history’s proverbial dustbin: 
the ex-colonial people. After 1960, coloured 
nationalism manifested itself all over the 
globe in two traditional forms: a search for 
the founding myth and a military build-up. 
The first was voiced by Kwameh Nkhrumah 
of Ghana when he claimed an African 
origin for the science of geometry, philoso- 
phy, and art; the second was the display by 
India and Pakistan of their respective 
nuclear arsenals. 

But perhaps more significant than these 
two instances (and others) has been the slow 
dismantling of the American formula, the 
‘melting pot’. The insistence of the American 
ethos and legal system that immigrants are 
mere individuals who, on disembarking, 
shed their origin (and, as Niebuhr wrote, 
their dependency on original sin), has led 
some ethnic groups to demand nationhood 
within the Republic. The emotional vacuum 
created by pluralism may prompt in the 
future a need for loyalty to be filled not by 
the accumulation of individual rights, nor 
by politically correct formula of words, 
gestures and behavior, but by existential 
responses. 

Nations and their mixture of emotions, 
loyalty, and forceful symbolism call forth in 
their members a tradition-backed spirit of 
commitment and sacrifice, not favoured by 
the type of cold and rational analysis with 
which modernity feels at home™. For 
Thucydides, these national features were an 
unquestioned political reality — and so it was 
for the Renaissance founders of modern 
politics, from Machiavelli to Bodin: nations 
embody unique character traits and develop 
from their beginnings strong and permanent 
national identities. 

But the modern contractualists did not 
quite know what to do with the reality of 
nation; instead of clarifying the issue, Hegel 
lifted the debate to the realm of a nebulous 
transcendent. The anti-national model 
became sacralized, often carried to extremes 
as a lived myth in contact with some deity 





or as the stage for various sociological 
scenarios, ideological or economic. In one 
way or another, in the eyes of people like 
Lasky, Habermas, Bourdieu or Kedourie, the 
nation is by now almost extinct, to be 
replaced by a new construct of conflicting 
individual or lobby interests, democratically 
arbitrated. 

This was the essence of the American 
model too: a melting pot of otherwise root- 
less thus re-educable individuals, grateful 
for economic opportunities, immersed in a 
milieu of precisely calculated reciprocities. 
This was the quid pro quo of social peace, 
but it also included downplaying the nation 
as a historical reality. Throughout the 19th 
Century the word nation itself was rather 
shunned since emphasis on it would exclude 
other people ready to join the American 
experiment. Nationalism (chauvinism) was 
good for the French. as a Napoleonic cult, 
or for the Germans in its Fichtean- 
Wilbelmian manifestation.” 

Nationalism is being revived under new 
forms. In the Third World, its formulators 
and chief actors are the military, since the 
creation of a middle class is sill in the dis- 
tant future in most new countries. Besides, 
tribalism is at present the dominant political 
factor and object of loyalty. The unifying 
element is the military career, the highway 
for young people’s ambition. In the West, 
nationalist hero-worship has been erased and 
the members of the liberal circle, while 
alarmed at occasional signs of a nationalist 
revival, feel reasonably certain that the 
economic-pluralist-globalist ideal is a his- 
torically valid substitute for the collective 
“aberrations’ of the past. True, every day 
Kosovo, Catalonia, Belgium, Ireland and 
Corsica give the lie to these illusions, but 
Western optimists keep pegging their hopes 
on the parallel growth of international 
institutions: world tribunals and armies of 
intervention, overarching economic interests. 

A similar internationalist optimism ruled 
mentalities after 1920, and it is understand- 
able that 70 years later, during the present 
detente and in consideration of America’s 
liberal-globalistic hegemony, the New 
Order creates anti-nationalist expectations. 
Two things are forgotten: one is that nation- 
alism, in mild or assertive form, is a 
constant. Collectivities co-operate and 
collide, and go through the entire scale of 
possible human relationships. Nationalism 
is usually a reaction to oppression, foreign 
occupation, real or imaginary threat, intra- 
collective domination and defence. A peace- 
ful and ultra-civilized France in 1789 
became within three years a nationalist 
phalanx, cementing her armies with utopian 
slogans as well as slogans of military 
conquest. 

The second thing that is forgotten in an 
American-induced world euphoria is more 
subtle. We assume that geopolitical and mili- 
tary nationalism is the only possible impulse 
driving man to aggression. We forget that 





as industrial-commercial enter- 
prises accumulate transconti- 
nental power, conduct a foreign 
policy of their own, and 
boast with super-technological 
projects over the galaxy, their 
appetite may transcend the goal 
of economic competition and 
their conflicts cannot be solved 
by mergers, but by wars. Such 
wars, which would be eventually 
fought with hired mercenaries, 
would again revive nationalist 
impulses, memories and 
remembrance of historical par- 
allels. In short, to paraphrase 
Clausewitz, wars would continue, 
with other means. 

This, however, is the lesser 
evil. Worse is the prospect of a 
diminished degree of national- 
ism, because it would lead to 
an internationalism every bit 
as aggressive, only on a larger 
scale. The existence of nations 
has been an immense benefit to 
mankind, limiting the evil as 
well as the good which would 
otherwise overflow. Nations 
have nurtured local character- 
istics, among them cultural 
ones, which are born not by 
some universal elan or gifts to 
mankind, but as things shaped 
by particular circumstances. 


Maintaining diversity 
Only the naive can believe that literature, 
art, language, music, and architecture are 
also ‘universally’ inspired and democratically 
destined for all. In other words, national- 
ism, immersed in the present climate of 
officialized and enforced globalism, is a 
vastly positive factor for the maintenance of 
diversity facing the planetary Leviathan and 
its programmed uniformity. The nation 
re-emerges on the threshold of the 21st 
Century as the protective device against new 
attempts to rebuild the Tower of Babel. 
Bergson held, and his holistic approach 
cannot be questioned, that man needs small 
units for the full play of his devotion. The 
utopian’s rejoinder is that the changed con- 
ditions require a new type of human being 
who has shed all limitations and will hence- 
forth live as a world, or cosmic, citizen. But 
the City is not only on the Mountain, it is 
also built by real people whose aspirations 
are not accommodated by pluralism and 
multiculturalism. Nationalism remains — 
when the extremes have had their say — the 
sole protection against a new type of 
empire with its technological telos. 
Nationalism is not a virtue, although it 
borders on the virtuous if the word means 
the avoidance of evil — the evil in question 
being the mechanised world-empire which 
would crush the barriers which keep us 
human. Q 


“Joan of Arc was herself “re-invented” both as 
a saint and as a national symbol” - this white 
marble statue of Joan is at Versailles 





Thomas Molnar is Professor of Philosophy, 
University of Budapest, and a well-known 
author. 


NOTES. 


1. In the Middle Ages, the totality of the feu- 
dal lords were the nation. See the signatories 
of the Magna Carta. 


2. Rauschning was the League of Nations’s 
envoy for the German side during the 1930s 
in Danzig, the hot point of conflict between 
Poland and Germany. 


3. This was an understandable imitation of 
the ex-colonial system of values. Germanic 
invading tribes, two millennia ago, imitated 
Roman customs and institutions. 


4. As the recent case of Croatia’s excellent 
showing on the football field suggests, the 
national feeling is validated in sports too. In 
fact sports remains one of the few areas where, 
in this liberal age, it is still allowed to mani- 
fest itself. The Croatian players referred to 
their recent war of liberation from Yugoslavia 
as having given them the resilience needed to 
sports victory. 


5. German and French nationalism may have 
made an impact on Theodore Roosevelt. The 
imperialistic impulse was certainly there, but 
Roosevelt never became a suitable cult figure. 


6. For an analysis of the role of the military 
and their socialistic policies in certain cir- 
cumstances, see my Le socialisme sans vis- 
age, Presses Universitaires de France, Paris, 
1976. 
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Modern McCarthyism 
—acase study 


Kevin Lamb tells of far Left bias in academe 





Raymond B Cattell 


O ne of the more intriguing aspects of 
political correctness is the extent to 
which the Left is abandoning traditional 
liberal ideas — free speech, inquiry and 
debate, toleration of dissent, and open- 
mindedness — in order to preserve the 
sanctity of egalitarianism. Old concerns 
about individual rights, political persecu- 
tion and guilt-by-association sophistry — 
ideas that mattered a great deal after the 
McCarthy era — have been tossed to the 
four winds in order to derail scholars who 
reject egalitarianism. One of the latest 
casualties of political correctness within 
academe illustrates how blacklisting, 
character assassination and intolerance are 
being used against scholars who recog- 
nise the societal implications of individual 
and group differences. 

Periodically, the American Psychological 
Foundation (APF) recognises a distin- 
guished member of the profession with a 
Lifetime Achievement Award, usually 
presented to the honorary recipient in a 
ceremonial tribute during the annual 
convention of the American Psychological 
Association (APA). In August 1997, the 
APF had planned to honour Raymond B 
Cattell for an exceptional record of scien- 
tific achievement. As the author of more 
than 50 books and 450 papers, the late 


British-born psychologist remains widely 
recognised for his pioneering work in per- 
sonality research, which is matched only 
by the prodigious record of the late Hans 
Eysenck. Cattell’s theoretical and empiri- 
cally-based contributions to the behavioural 
sciences made him indisputably one of the 
more qualified nominees ever selected for 
this award. The American Psychologist 
summarised Cattell’s achievements by 
noting: “Thus, in his remarkable 70-year 
career, Cattell wrote 56 books and made 
prodigious, landmark contributions to 
psychology. He must be considered among 
a very small handful of people in this 
century who have most influenced the 
shape of psychology as a science” 
(August 1997, Vol. 52, No. 8). 

Not only was Cattell’s academic 
career exceptional, but his life history is 
also quite remarkable: scholarship recipi- 
ent at the age of 15 to Cambridge, first 
class honours graduate with a Bachelor of 
Science degree in Chemistry at 19, Direc- 
tor of the Leicester Child Guidance Clinic, 
inventor of several personality and intelli- 
gence tests, faculty posts at Harvard and 
Clark University, research professor at the 
University of Illinois and founder of the 
Society of Multivariate Experimental 
Research. Over the years Cattell received 
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numerous awards for his contributions in 
the behavioural sciences: the Wenner-Gren 
Prize of the New York Academy of 
Science, the Psychometric Award of the 
APA/Educational Testing Service, the 
Dobzhansky Award for lifetime achieve- 
ment from the Behavior Genetics Society 
as well as the US Department of Educa- 
tion Award for academic contributions. 

The focus of Cattell’s work overall was 
twofold: establishing objective standards 
of empirical analysis in behavioural science 
research and applying scientific methods 
toward social problems. While most of his 
scholarship dealt with the former, some 
of it examined in critical and incisive detail 
the major social issues of the day. It is this 
body of published work, often grossly 
distorted and misrepresented by his 
adversaries, that finally cost him a much 
deserved Lifetime Achievement Award. 

Cattell believed that science offers a 
unique understanding of the challenges 
that face society. Accordingly, the average 
individual takes for granted the contribu- 
tions that science has made in advancing 
the world. A good example in this decade 
alone is the technological revolution of the 
personal computer and expansion of the 
Internet. Most individuals simply fail to con- 
sider just how different their own lives 
would be without the amenities of mod- 
ern technology. Less than a century ago 
the modern flush toilet, not to mention 
hot and cold running water, would have 
been hallmarks of luxury. As Cattell liked 
to point out, the answer to mass trans- 
portation problems in the late 1800s — 
from the perspective of a Luddite — would 
have been to build a bigger and better 
stagecoach. Put simply, society owes a 
great deal to innovative ingenuity that 
stems from the creativity of exceptionally 
intelligent individuals. 

In his 1937 The Fight for our National 
Intelligence, Cattell examined the inverse 
relationship between fertility rates and IQ, 
which led him to conclude that average 
intelligence levels were on a dysgenic 
decline in Britain. In demographic terms, 
the concern was not so much that a 
differential birthrate would leave British 
communities with an imbalance of low-lQ 
individuals, but rather that a growing 
underclass of the mentally impaired would 
exacerbate social problems at the expense 
of the more productive members of Brit- 
ish society. Such a trend would eventually 
produce an exponential rise in social 
welfare expenditures, increasing rates of 
delinquency and violent crime, and an 
erosion in educational and civic moral 
standards. In short, a downward shift in 
the mean IQ level of a given community 
would foster a gradual deterioration of 
community life. This study received a great 
deal of criticism that eventually triggered 
a follow-up analysis in which Cattell 
revised his initial projections. Subsequent 
studies, including Richard Lynn’s thorough 
review of IQ and population trends in 1996 
(Dysgenics, Praeger), reveal that if anything 





such a dysgenic intelligence trend is 
merely a question of magnitude. What is 
interesting about Cattell’s prediction of 
community life with a declining IQ base is 
that even in the absence of a direct causal 
link to intelligence, much of what he en- 
visioned has come to pass. Scratch the 
surface of most “social” problems and you 
will discover at some level a connection 
between low IQ and undesirable social 
conditions. Regardless of whether such a 
causal relationship is distal or proximate, 
the correlation is nonetheless irrefutable. 


Recognition of ability and talent 
In Measuring the Mind, a detailed study 
of how psychological testing influenced 
British social policy via educational re- 
form, Adrian Wooldridge describes 
Cattell and other pioneering British 
psychologists as “meritocrats”. The ad- 
vancement and continued progress of a 
modern civilization fuelled philosophical 
and professional interest in the objective 
evaluation of natural talent and exceptional 
ability. Likewise, the development of apti- 
tude and intelligence tests provided an 
opportunity for gifted individuals to rise 
out of rigid, class-structured educational 
systems. It is the widespread use of such 
tests that has enabled individuals to excel 
at levels commensurate with their own 
natural abilities. Cattell and others believed 
that society would benefit from the gate- 
keeping function that these tests served 
in that the meritorious recognition of 
ability and talent would accelerate the 
advancement of society. This mix of intel- 
ligence, personality traits and merit formed 
the cornerstone of Cattell’s scholarship; 
likewise, the emphasis on individual 
characteristics among human traits, most 
notably differences in personality and 
mental ability, also happens to undermine 
the central tenet of egalitarianism. For if 
people differ in terms of human traits and 
characteristics, the most plausible inter- 
pretation of the natural condition of 
humanity is inequality rather than equality. 
The study of human behavioral traits 
in personality and ability research has gen- 
erated protests and intense opposition by 
leftist ’social critics’ over the years. Along 
with Hans Eysenck, Richard Herrnstein, 
Arthur Jensen, Edward O Wilson and other 
leading scholars, Cattell has received much 
vitriolic hostility from his intellectual 
adversaries. Most of this criticism comes 
from a small cluster of egalitarian social 
activists, many of whom are affiliated to 
the Harvard-based Marxist group Science 
for the People. By discarding the innate 
concept of human nature, these critics 
reject the application of behavioural 
genetic methods in examining the sources 
of human differences. 
Character assassination 
Just prior to the awards ceremony at the 
1997 APA convention a New York Times 
article generated national newspaper head- 
lines by disclosing that the APF’s directors 
were postponing Cattell’s scheduled award 
because of eleventh hour charges of 


“racism” and “bigotry”. The individual who 
took credit for this hit-and-run character 
assassination is Barry Mehler, Associate 
Professor of Humanities at Ferris State 
University and director of the Institute for 
the Study of Academic Racism. As 
Cattell’s arch-nemesis, Mehler worked be- 
hind the scenes blitzing the media with 
press releases via fax machine, the Internet 
and e-mail in a last minute smear 
campaign to discredit the ailing 92-year- 
old psychologist. Under pressure from 
Mehler and other organised interest groups, 
the APF withheld the presentation of 
Cattell's award and appointed a five- 
member panel to reassess his contribu- 
tions to science. 

In defending the unprecedented actions 
of the APA, one official said that the APA 
had a responsibility to evaluate the merits 
of Mehler’s charges in the context of 
Cattell’s entire life work. When reminded 
that the award was for Cattell’s contribu- 
tions to science, the official replied that 
Cattell’s earlier writings suggested that his 
“political and social” views seemed to 
influence much of his scientific work. 
Perhaps the APA should have considered 
more closely who, in the course of their 
work, is pushing a “political and social” 
agenda — Cattell or Mehler? Moreover, 
whose work has contributed more to the 
advancement of science? In evaluating the 
scientific merits of a scholar’s career, the 
highest priority should be to consider the 
factual nature or validity of that scholar’s 
research instead of denying an individual 
honorary recognition because their work 
is politically or socially unacceptable. If that 
is the yardstick for assessing scientific dis- 
tinction then the work of Galileo, Darwin 
and other eminent mavericks likewise 
remains questionable because of prior 
ideological vilification. 

A number of prominent scientists in 
this century, including several Nobel Prize 
winners, either supported or accepted the 
concept of eugenics. Should their honorary 


The HJ Eyesenck 
Memorial Trust 


Trustees: Dr Sybil Eysenck, Dr Irene 
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A Memorial Fund, with charitable 
status, has been set up in the memory 
of Professor HJ Eysenck, for a 
Postgraduate Research Scholarship in 
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scholarship to promising students. 
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distinctions be stripped posthaste because 
such views are considered unacceptable 
by current standards? Should the revered 
Supreme Court justice Oliver Wendell 
Holmes, Jr, be relegated to the status of 
pariah because he once concluded in a 
Supreme Court case, which upheld the 
state of Virginia’s authority to sterilize 
Carrie Buck over eugenic concerns, that 
“three generations of imbeciles are 
enough”? In Orwellian fashion, perhaps 
“truth squad” committees should monitor 
academic disciplines so that each written 
word in every submitted manuscript for 
publication is inspected to meet an 
egalitarian seal of approval. One begins 
to wonder who is more totalitarian — 
egalitarians like Mehler or their defamed 
targets? 

Cattell’s work serves as a showcase 
for the quality of research that can be 
achieved in the social sciences. His com- 
mand of statistical concepts, innovations 
in the use of factor analysis, and persist- 
ence in producing empirically tested results 
exemplify the highest standards of sci- 
entific excellence. Although some of his 
students, many of whom are prominent 
psychologists today, would probably take 
issue with some of Cattell’s philosophical 
views, few would question his integrity as 
a scientist or his justly earned recognition 
as a pioneering psychologist. 

Early last February, shortly after remov- 
ing his name from consideration as a 
recipient of the APF award, Cattell, who 
was in failing health, died at his home in 
Hawaii. He died as he lived — an iconoclast 
who valued the importance of principle and 
personal integrity over popular conform- 
ity, a scholar who inspired his students, 
enraged his detractors and, notwithstand- 
ing the envy of his mediocre antagonists, 
firmly left his mark in the annals of the 
behavioural sciences. Q 


Kevin Lamb is a library assistant for 
Newsweek 


EXHIBITION — 


“The Tories and the 
People: Mass 


Conservatism 
1867 - 1997” 


Readers may be interested in a 
new exhibition, which is being 
held at The Pump House: People’s 
History Museum, Left Bank 
Bridge Street, Manchester M3 
3ER, from 26 September 1998 
to 17 January 1999. 

The Pump House: People’s History 
Museum is part of the National 
Museum of Labour History 


Telephone: (0161) 839 6061 
Facsimile: (0161) 839 6027 
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Literature and morality: 
any connection? 





Phillip Seddon says that we must actively 
defend moral certainties 





R eaders of this journal will have noted 
with dismay the appearance of The 
End of Alice by A M Homes, a novel about 
the correspondence between a convicted 
paedophile and one of his victims 
(portrayed as perfectly willing; in fact, a 
sexual predator), abick marks yet another 
attempt by one of those transatlantic 
liberal academics who bypass reality and 
specialise in psycho-sociological mumbo- 
ei to portray children as ‘sexual 
eings’. 


Dickens was able to shock many 
of his readers in 1837 with his 
portrayal of the sordid lives of 
Fagin, Bill Sikes and the 
prostitute Nancy, in Oliver Twist. 
So de-sensitised is contemporary 
society to violence and depravity 
that paedophile murder is one of 
the few topics that can still o 
cause outrage. 


Right: a detail from one of 
George Cruickshank’s original 
illustrations to Oliver Twist. 


——— 





This poisonous work not only marks 
a liberal onslaught on the ontological 
definition of ‘the child’, it also touches 
upon the cleavage between the libertar- 
ian and conservative wings of cultural 
philosophy, as we are forced to 
consider what the response of the Right 
should be. 

In the past such novels have been 
praised by Left/liberal critics representing 
the postwar artistic equation that 
‘relevance’ + crude shock tactics = great- 
ness. Such eulogies completely lose sight 
of the fact that the works produced by 
many of the permissive sacred cows that 
were Be olive would-be censors: (such 
as William Burroughs, Gilbert & George 
or Derek Jarman) were not actually very 
good. Either they simply constituted a 
stream of unadulterated obscenity or 
they pathetically attempted to Bilend 
sensibilities far nobler than their own. 

The End of Alice falls into a third cat- 
egory. The book is clearly the product of 
a diseased mind. Even reading descrip- 
tions of what lies within its pages is 
enough to make one physically aM The 
author seems to possess the morality of 
the worst kind of vivisectionist, spending 
her free time calmly dreaming up horrific 
scenarios to broadcast to the world - 
things of which they only speak of in Hell. 





Of course, the overwhelming majority 
of Britons will feel the same way, so where 
is the sense in withdrawing the book from 
sale? Perhaps such an authitierion move 
would merely glorify a pretentious, nasty 
little piece of tat which would otherwise 
disappear through lack of public interest? 
Surely censorship is incompatible with 
civilised democracy? 

Such libertarian arguments place the 
individual as paramount at the expense 
of the community. Literary works both 
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reflect and help to form the culture in 


which we live. Conservatism is an his- 
torical and familial creed: what kind of 
message does The End of Alice send to 
our descendants? Are we to say; “Here 
is the culture of the late nineteen-nineties 
— a glorification of sexual perversion 
and violence”? 

Human beings are fallible, and there 
always exists a disturbed or morally weak 
section of the populace which could fall 
prey to its own morbid personality traits 
if the book were made available to it. 

| agree with Roger Scruton in conclud- 
ing that past societies which reflected the 
highest forms of human civilisation 
possessed a thorough-going system of 
censorship. What we must guard against 
in discussing this work or possibly, from 
a libertarian perspective, ealendie its 
existence, is facilitating what he has called 
“the mental degradation of the crowd”. 

The ‘gay rights’ movement has repeat- 
edly been in the forefront of such morally 
vacuous attitudes towards paedophilia. 
Peter Tatchell has cited the practices of a 
tribe of New Guinea pygmies in his de- 
fence of pederasty, ahd the protectors of 
children are frequently confronted with the 
shrill reminders of ancient Greek and Ro- 
man sex between men and young boys. 

Here, as in other areas Hs political and 


moral debate, the activities of a commu- 
nity of criminal deviants has the lib- 
eral rationalism of the intelligentsia as 
its intellectual vanguard, atic seeks to 
outmanoeuvre with devious wit and cun- 
ning the simple morality of ordinary moth- 
ers and fathers. Gay rights and the sti- 
letto-heeled feminism of the Observer 
middle classes have used sex as their 
primary weapon in their campaign to un- 
dermine the virtues of motherhood and 
instil a range of damaging neuroses and 
anxieties in men (which tg over the 
course of the last thirty years, been partly 
responsible for our epidemic of rising 
crime rates and abandoned mothers. One 
feminist author has condemned men who 
have the decency and moral courage to 
care for their offspring a variously ‘oppres- 
sors’; ‘touchy-feely (!)’; and guilty of ‘stul- 
tifying banality’). 

Ann Bradley of Living Marxism maga- 
zine is surely one of the worst culprits. 
An open advocate of what she calls 
‘recreational sex’, she has also sought to 
further undermine the age-old biological 
truths of the family unit by calling for the 
repeal of all restrictions upon abortion. Here 
is an abortionist fanatic who does not even 
have the decency to view the practice as a 
necessary evil; she openly welcomes it. 

In debates surrounding adult-child sex, 
sexual relations and aboaiaa we are 
confronted with the liberal/Leftist sexual 
utopia. Human beings will need to become 
emotionally hardened to a meaningless 
succession of purely camal encounters if 
they are to retain their sanity in such a 
world. They will also need to recognise 
the child as merely another disposable 
commodity in a throwaway society. In 
their campaigns on behalf of those at the 
apex of the Left's ‘hierarchy of the op- 
pressed’ (a hierarchy as thorough-going 
and rigid as the ‘Right-wing’ hierarchies 
they seek to destroy), feminists, intellec- 
tual relativists and gay rights activists are 
attempting to reduce heterosexual men 
to the status of a veritable underclass. 

In order to combat this body of 
extremists, thrusting its proverbial groin 
in our faces, we must be active in de- 
fence of the old certainties. The activities 
of the group Courage to Take a Moral 
Stance are a welcome step in the right 
direction here — a breath ae aati) amidst 
a sea of blinkered liberals, bigoted (more 
so than conservatives could ever be!) in 
favour of the license and excess that can 
only increase the collective sum of hu- 
man misery. | have recently become a fa- 
ther, and reflecting upon the appearance 
of such a book as The End of Alice sad- 
dens me deeply, particularly when | con- 
sider the richness of our British and Euro- 
pen cultural heritage, the heritage that | 

ope to pass to my son whilst struggling 
against hollow, counterfeit or sinister 
works which masquerade as art and lit- 
erature. Contrary to the protestations of 
the morally detached liberal artistes, 
‘destroying’ a work of ‘art’ is not the 
ultimate evil imaginable Q 


Philip Seddon is a freelance writer 
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[" June 1998, the US Supreme Court, 
in an 8-1 ruling, decided that “decency” 
is a legitimate consideration in awarding 
federal grants, rejecting arguments by 
artists in New York and Los Angeles that 
such a policy constitutes censorship. 

Since its inception in 1965, the Na- 
tional Endowment for the Arts (NEA) has 
awarded grants based on “artistic excel- 
lence and artistic merit”. Because of some 
controversial and offensive “art” funded 
by the NEA, Congress, in 1990, added new 
criteria, requiring grant-givers to “take into 
consideration general standards of decency 
and respect for the diverse beliefs and 
values of the American people”. 

To understand why many members of 
Congress thought the additional language 
was necessary, we must reflect on recent 
NEA grants. In 1994, the NEA gave a 
$14,375 grant to Tim Miller (who ue 
and then masturbates on stage and among 
members of the audience), $9,375 to Holly 
Hughes (who wrote and performed The 
Well of Horniness), $20,000 to the Kitchen 
Theatre (the centre where X-rated film 
actress Annie Sprinkle exposed her sex 
organs to the audience and invited 
members of the audience to examine 
inside her genitals wth a flashlight), 
$50,000 to Marlon Riggs (who produced 
the profanity-saturated, pornographic 
homosexual documentary Tongues 
Untied), and $210,800 to the Walker Art 
Center (the site of Ron Athey’s notorious 
blood-letting performance). 

In his new work Art and Politics (Exile 
Press, 112 Chadwick Way, Catati, CA 
94931), Leslie Woolf Hedley, an Oxford 
graduate and a poet, essayist and literary 
critic, tells us that all too many consider 
art today as the “product of a dhiose the 
disease of drugs, of morbid self-pity, of 
bitter enmity, a sinister sadism, of racial 
dramaturgy or some bedazzling exegetical 
hysteria”. He adds: “The key word that 
keeps the art machinery working today is 
excitement, a perpetually high 8 from 
which, they think, true art is created. Such 
people love to be sick... This problem 
facing us isn’t new, it’s been devouring 
mankind for ages. Once the Germans had 
a word for that kind of art: Schauerliteratur, 
the literature of horror”. 

According to philosopher Josef Pieper, 
author of Only the Lover Sings: Art and 
Contemplation (Ignatius Press), popular 
TV shows and films saturated with sex, 
violence, exploitation and anti-religious 
hostility have distorted our view of reality 
and blinded us to spiritual reality, beauty 
and purity. As Dr Pieper explains: “One 
might perhaps presume that TV watchers, 
tabloid readers and movie-goers exercise 
and sharpen their eyes. But the opposite 
is true. The ancient sages knew exactly 
why they called the ‘concupiscence of the 
eyes’ a ‘destroyer’. The restoration of 
man’s inner eyes can hardly be expected 
in this day and age — unless, first of all, 
one were willing and determined simply 
to exclude from one’s realm of life all those 





Art and morality: 
any connection? 





Haven Bradford Gow says that true art must be 
both moral and life-enhancing 





inane and contrived but titillating illusions 
incessantly generated by the entertainment 
industry”. 

In sharp contrast to the view that pre- 
vails among many TV and film producers 
and writers today is the idea that true art 
is moral art. In other words, true art is 
intended to improve and enhance life, not 
debase it. True art rediscovers generation 
by generation what is essential to human 
dignity. That is why each generation 
continues to read anda celebrate the works 
of Virgil, Sophocles, Dante, Shakespeare, 
George Eliot, Hawthorne and Dickens; the 
works of these true artists retain enduring 
value and significance because they deal 
with the perennial problems of the ees 
condition, and because they deal with man 
as he is and as he can and should be. 

Unhappily, as the late literary critic and 
novelist John Gardner points out in his 
book On Moral Fiction (Basic Books): 
“Most art these days is either trivial or 
false”. Most art today fails to provide us 
with the “flicker of lightning that shows 
us where we are”. Rather, many of the 
so-called artists of today “pointedly waste 
our time, saying and doing nothing, or they 
celebrate ugliness and futility, scoffing at 
the good”. 

True art is moral; it is life-giving, life- 
affirming, life-enhancing. It seeks to 
imrpove Te, to appeal to and satisfy that 
which is noble and good within us. True 
art, as Gardner notes, is good insofar as 
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“it has a clear, positive effect, presenting 
valid models for imitation, eternal verities 
worth keeping in mind, and a benevolent 
vision of the possible, which can inspire 
and incite human beings towards virtue, 
toward life affirmation as opposed to 
destruction or indifference”. 

Alexandra York, President of American 
Renaissance for the 21st Century, a non- 
profit educational foundation dedicated to 
the fine arts, adds this comment: “Art 
offers an experience of complete continu- 
ity, an harmoniously integrated experience 
of mind, body and soul - for its makers 
and its worthy beholders. Thus it is the 
very souls of our emotionally abandoned, 
value-starved youth that we can rescue 
through art education — one at a time. 
For it is art that best inspires the moral 
imagination”. Q 
Haven Bradford Gow is a commentator 
and journalist, who writes from Eudora, 
Arkansas 





























New patron of Right NOW! 
We are very pleased to announce that 
General Sir Walter Walker, KCB, CBE, 
DSO**, has agreed to become Right 
Now!’s latest patron. General Walker 
spent 42 years in the Army, ending up 
as NATO’s Commander-in-Chief, Allied 
Forces, Northern Europe, and is a vet- 
eran anti-Communist activist and writer. 
We are honoured to have his support. 
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Writer 
of the 
epee 


Anthony Cooney 
reassesses 
William Morris, 
103 years after 
his death 





n exhibition in Liverpool Central 
Library to mark the centenary of the 

death of William Morris was sub-titled 
“The Work of Ten Men”. The brochure 
describes him as “Poet, Painter, 
Printer, Designer, Socialist, Envi- 
ronmentalist, Historian, Reformer, 
Businessman, Traditionalist”. We 
may ponder whether ‘Socialist’ can 
be described as ‘Work!’ For most 
of that ilk it could not, but Stephen 
Coote’s centenary biography, 
William Morris - His Life and Work, 
reveals that for Morris it was very 
hard work indeed. When he died on 
the 3rd October, 1896, his doctor 
commented that the real cause of 
death was “Simply being William 
Morris, having done the work of ten 
men”. 
GK Chesterton in his contribu- 
tion to the tributes to Morris on the 
centenary of his birth in 1936, 
wrote, “Modern England will never 
exhaust her debt to William Morris. 
He was a very great Distributist. 
There seems to be a curious idea 
prevalent that he was a Socialist. In- 
deed it is so prevalent that he was 
partly deceived by it himself”. 
Chesterton, one feels, was strain- 
ing the argument to its limits out of admi- 
ration for Morris’ other achievements. 
Morris’ socialist manifesto was News 
from Nowhere and that is the point. The 
criticism to be levied at it is precisely 
the criticism to be levied at Utopia, 
Erehwon, Rider Haggard’s ‘lost’ civiliza- 
tions and all the other utopias. They are no 
larger than the mind of their author. They 
are Nowhere. 

Two things about them may serve to 
illustrate the argument. In such utopias all 
the houses are the same, for not even a 
Clough Ellis could conceive a universal 
Portmerion with a different home for every 
family. Standardization is the product of 
centralization, and it proceeds from the 
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William Morris 


1836 - 
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mind-set of the Chief Planner. It progresses 
inexorably to the tower bloc and the “street 
in the sky” of the socialist utopia — some- 
thing which would have horrified Morris. 
In these utopias everyone dresses the same. 
If the men are described as wearing kilts, 
they may be white or black or blue kilts, 
but however long the author’s list of varia- 
tions, it can never be long enough to 
exhaust the variety of human personality. 
Similarly, the women may have white or 
red or pink or green gowns, but standardi- 
zation cannot be avoided. 

“Hold on!” we cry, laying the book 
aside, “Does no man in your utopia wear 


Portrait of William Morris, 
attributed to 
Charles Fairfax-Murray 





tartan trews or boy-scout shorts? Does no 
woman take the air in floral prints or 
bustle or crinoline? Are their hairdressers 
restricted to your knowledge and notions 
of hair-styling?” 

‘Nowhere’ may be like that, but SOME- 
WHERE decidedly is not! The failure of 
socialism lies exactly in this fact, that 
human life and human society are larger 
than the mind of the socialist. No one man, 
and certainly no committee, can take cogni- 
zance of, and plan, the myriad daily 
actions and interactions of men as they 
make and grow and buy and sell, each in 
pursuit of his own known objectives, his 
own known needs and his own vision of 
life. Yet there is a grain of truth in 


Chesterton’s assertion that Morris was 
really a Distributist. Morris was concerned 
with ends, rather than means, and the end 
he desired was a society of free craftsmen 
and artisans, yeomen and peasants, all of 
whom could truly be addressed as “Master” 
—a Republic of Kings, not a collective of 
proletarians. 

As Stephen Coote shows, this vision 
grew from Morris’ own belief in art, crafts- 
manship, honest trading and a deeply felt 
medievalism. Morris’ parents were wealthy 
and he spent an idyllic childhood, garden- 
ing, riding, shooting, fishing, walking and 
visiting the medieval churches of the Essex 
countryside. This, together with an 
avid reading of Scott’s medieval 
romances shaped his love of nature 
and of history. After the death of 
his father in 1847 he went to 
Marlborough, where his favourite 
studies appear to have been Latin 
and Greek. 

It was through medievalist eyes 
that he viewed with distaste the ““opu- 
lent vulgarity” and idiotic machine 
worship of the Great Exhibition. 

In 1853 Morris went up to 
Exeter College, Oxford, where he 
met his life-long friend and collabo- 
rator, Edward Burne-Jones. With 
other like-minded students they 
formed the ‘Brotherhood’ sworn to 
“A Crusade and Holy War against 
the Age”. Ruskin’s Stones of Venice 
became their sacred text. Morris 
and Burne-Jones had intended to 
take holy orders, but now decided 
to devote themselves to art. Burne- 
Jones went to London to seek out the 
Pre-Raphaelites and Morris became 
articled to the Gothic Revivalist 
architect, G E Street (1856). His appren- 
ticeship lasted only nine months, before he 
joined Burne-Jones to sit at the feet of 
Rossetti. Their first venture in art (1857) 
was the painting of the interior of the Oxford 
Union. Rossetti however knew nothing of 
the technique of fresco, and the murals were 
painted on a coat of white-wash. Within a 
few years they had faded and peeled and 
today only traces remain. Morris, mean- 
while, had decorated the ceiling with a riot 
of vines and leaves, and this can still be 
seen in all its splendour. 

It was whilst working on the Oxford 
Union that Burne-Jones and Rossetti visited 
the theatre and there “made the 
acqaintance” of two young women. The 
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Morris’ famed ‘Woodpecker’ tapestry, 
incorporating two lines of his verse. 
1885 





elder was Jane Burden, a woman of 
extraordinary beauty and personality with 
whom Morris fell irrevocably in love. 
Stephen Coote is less than fair to Jane, 
putting her marriage to Morris down to her 
pecuniary calculation after she had failed 
to detach Rossetti from Lizzie Siddal. Jane 
was seventeen, the daughter of an ostler 
and barely literate. Within two years this 
remarkable young woman, in present day 
perception a mere schoolgirl, had mastered 
reading and writing, absorbed the Pre- 
Raphaelite ethos and understood its princi- 
ples. She judged correctly that Morris’ 
talents did not lie in painting but in design. 
It was Jane who steered Morris to found the 
firm of Morris, Marshall, Faulkner & Co. 
Morris’ mother did not approve of 
marriage to a girl who, in plain terms, had 
been picked up at the theatre. In spite of 
opposition William and Jane married in 
1857 and moved into the ‘Red House’, 
Upton, Kent. They designed the house and 
its furnishings and this was their ‘Palace of 
Art’. As Stephen Coote admits, it was also 
their palace of love for a blissful five years. 


‘The Firm,’ in which Jane 
played a full part, directing the 
embroidery department, was 
Morris’ escape from Utopia 
into a Palace of Somewhere. 

Rossetti intruded after the 
suicide of Lizzie Siddall and 
the beginning of his own long 
and terrible decline. The 
modern mind has difficulty in 
visualizing a relationship 
which is not physical, and 
Stephen Coote judges accord- 
ingly. Morris is his hero, and 
he can only regard Rossetti 
and Jane with disdain. As 
Timothy Hilton points out in 
his study The Pre-Raphaelites 
(Thames & Hudson, 1970) 
Rossetti, when he landed him- 
self and his trunks on the 
Morris’ doorstep, was drinking 
a bottle of whisky and taking 
up to 180 grams of chloral a 
day. The question must arise, 
whatever his designs, did he 
have the capability? As a ref- 
uge from the awful burden of 
his conscience Rossetti con- 
vinced himself, from time to 
time, that Lizzie was not dead, 
and that Jane was Lizzie 
returned from the grave. He 
drew and painted her obses- 
sively. Jane indeed tended him 
and cared for him during his 
worst periods of remorse and 
despair. May this not have 
been pity and compassion, 
rather than desire, 
for the wreck of 
the man who had been the sun 
around which the Brotherhood 
had orbited? 

No one can doubt that 
Rossetti’s presence exacerbated 
the marital difficulties of 
Morris and Jane. Coote, how- 
ever, passes over the fact that 
they existed apart from 
Rossetti’s intrusion, and that 
their likely cause was Morris’ 
total absorption in his work. 
Jane, like any woman where 
there is no pressing financial 
need, found it difficult to 
accept that “Men must work 
and women must weep”, if this 
meant her being neglected for 
a tapestry! 

Stephen Coote’s chapters on 
Morris as author and poet, busi- 
nessman and employer, designer 
and critic, are equally thorough 
in their research and presenta- 
tion. To do justice to Morris’ 
life and work in the space of a 
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little over two hundred pages is an 
achievement. We think of Morris first as a 
designer of furniture, fabrics and wallpaper 
and then as socialist agitator. Coote reminds 
us that we owe much of our architectural 
heritage to him and his Society for the Pres- 
ervation of Ancient Buildings. We also owe 
to him much that is best in our Victorian 
heritage: the interiors of Gothic revival 
churches, manors, cottages and town houses. 

Morris’ stature as poet, author and 
translator of the Icelandic sagas is also fully 
explored, as is his work as printer in the 
production of books, each a work of art in 
itself. Through the Arts and Crafts Move- 
ment, Coote argues, Morris’ influence was 
to continue to the 1950s. It was displaced 
by the short-lived phenomenon of ‘Con- 
temporary Design’ in furniture and fabrics. 
That in turn deteriorated into the garish 
and vulgar fashions of the 1960s, but now, 
with the development of the ‘Heritage’ style 
in architecture, something of Morris has 
returned. 

A modernist critic of the 1960s 
dismissed Morris as a “Designer of un- 
comfortable furniture and wallpaper, which 
after all is stripped off and discarded”. 
Wallpaper printed from Morris’ blocks is 
still made. It will of course cost you 
between £120 and £180 per roll, and you 
must supply a banker’s reference with your 
order. Perhaps William Morris, and, yes, 
Jane Morris too, have the last laugh? er 


Anthony Cooney writes from Liverpool 
William Morris — His Life and Work is 
published by Past Times, Oxford, 1995, 224 
pages with index and bibliography, illus. 
£8.95: ISBN 1-85833-4791-9 





‘When Adam delved and Eve span’ by 
Morris and Edward Burne-Jones. 

The frontispiece for Morris’ 

The Dream of John Ball. 1884 
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Dark Heart: The Shocking Truth 
about Hidden Britain 


Nick Davies, Chatto and Windus, 
1997, hb, x + 304 pps, £16.99 


This book consists of a Prologue and four 
Parts. Part I, “The Children of the Forest’, 
deals with the explosion of juvenile prosti- 
tution, both male and female, in the centre 
of Nottingham. Part II, “Inside the Secret 
Society”, tells an appalling story of moral 
and physical degeneration in the Hyde Park 
council estate in Leeds. Part III, “Damage”, 
and Part IV, “Dark Heart’, are both awkward 
mixtures of particular case studies with 
wider, fiercely partisan generalisations. 
Dark Heart contains fascinating accounts 
both of the moral degeneration of the children 
and grandchildren of respectable, church- 


going Jamaican immigrants and of the 
organisation of high-priced specialist 


prostitution in London. So far as reporting 
goes, so good, but in his Prologue we find 
Davies “finally realising that what I was 
looking at was simply poverty and the dam- 
age which it inflicted on those who lived 
with it”. In his view, the prime cause of 
poverty, itself the sole cause of all other evils. 
has been cuts in the variety and size of tax- 
funded welfare handouts: “Where once these 
people lived on a society that offered them 
national assistance...” According to Davies, 
this is no longer the case, yet his investiga- 
tions were made during a period in which, 
despite some particular cuts, the general total 
of state spending on social security continued 
its usual substantial growth. 

Davies swallows and regurgitates 
welcome findings uncritically. Those who 
disagree are either misrepresented or sim- 
ply ignored. Thus he enthusiastically accepts 
the finding that a quarter of the population 
live in poverty, and proceeds to explain why 
the other three-quarters fail to recognise this 
alleged fact. (Right Now! readers who want 
to know how this false finding was produced 
should refer to my review of The Invention 
of Poverty in issue 15, April 1997.) 

Milton Friedman appears merely as 
“arguing the virtues of inequality since the 
1980s”. For Davies refuses to recognise that 
not to pursue equality as good in itself is 
not to adopt inequality as a substitute ideal. 
It is possible and indeed common to cherish 
less essentially relative ideals. Hayek too, 
though not misrepresented, is dismissed 
without argument. 

Convinced as he is that the source of all 
evil was the Conservative years, and that 
the sovereign remedy would be larger wel- 
fare handouts combined with the sort of full 
employment policies which Callaghan told 
the 1976 Labour Conference were no longer 
practicable, Davies systematically ignores all 
work coming from any source which his 
paper, The Guardian, would describe and 
dismiss as “Right wing” — above all the 
supremely relevant work from the IEA and 
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“Reading maketh a full man” - Bacon 


its Health and Welfare Unit. Why should I 
resist the temptation to call Davies a 
blinkered bigot? 

Antony Flew 


The Story of Black History 


Roy Kerridge, Claridge Press, 1998, 
pb, 72pps, £5.95, ISBN 1-870626-22-2 


Roy Kerridge has written a delightful and 
original book about the problems caused by 
so-called “black history” — the re-construc- 
tion of history by black ideologues anxious 
to “prove” that black people are uniquely 
good and white people uniquely evil. 
Although black history is more fully devel- 
oped in America than here, there are many 
multiculturalists (ie, anti-white racists) 
active over here, all anxious to lower white 
self-esteem and bolster black self-esteem at 
any cost. Indeed, Kerridge was prompted to 
write his book by a display in Willesden 
Green public library. It behoves us, then, to 
understand the mythology that may moti- 
vate those who may be standing next to us 
on the Jubilee Line train from Willesden. 
As a well-known author, a civilised man 
and a white with a wide circle of black 
acquaintances and relations, Kerridge is 
particularly well-qualified to write on this 
topic. This humane demolition may be even 
more effective in its way than Mary 
Lefkowitz’s scholarly Not Out of Africa, 
which tried patiently to unravel and refute 
the multiple tedious deceptions of 
Afrocentrism. One can see why black 





militant Darcus Howe has called Kerridge 
“mischief interminable”. 

The notion that there is a discrete, all- 
encompassing black history, uniting all black 
people everywhere, long predates Martin 
Bernals’ famous book, Black Athena. There 
is no all-encompassing “white history”, but 
the often mutually antagonistic national 
stories of England, Spain, France and eve- 
rybody else, who have never thought of 
themselves as being mystically somehow at 
one. Likewise, there can be no single 
“black history”, just the different national 
stories of Africa, with its hundreds and hun- 
dreds of warring tribes, the different black 
communities in all the different countries 
of the Caribbean and South America and, 
of course, the black communities in Euro- 
pean countries, all linked by nothing but a 
varying tincture of melanin. 

Black Athena was the first intimation that 
many whites had of the wild conspiracies 
believed in by many black history propo- 
nents — that Cleopatra was black, that the 
Ancient Greeks derived all of their philoso- 
phy from Africa (via Cleopatra and Nubia), 
that evidence of black civilisations has been 
deliberately hidden by whites, that a major 
black presence in Western countries since 
earliest times has been hushed up (on learn- 
ing that the Gaelic word for “black” or 
“dark” was acommon surname in Scotland, 
Bernals asserted that the Scots were partly 
black), that dozens of inventions were 
dreamed up by blacks only to be appropri- 
ated by whites, that Beethoven was black, 
that AIDS was invented by the CIA to 
exterminate blacks, that corporations delib- 
erately dispose of their hazardous waste in 
black residential areas, that between ten and 
fifty million black slaves perished between 
1690 and 1790 (Ihave seen a clipping from 
a 1996 issue of Good Food Magazine, where 
Lloyd Grossman uncritically serves up the 
figure of 12 million, showing how modern 
myths are perpetuated), that there are three 
Ks on Marlboro cigarette boxes (indicating 
that the manufacturer secretly supported the 
Ku Klux Klan — surely a flamboyant way to 
keep a secret!) 

In black history, the ideal of empiricism 
has been completely jettisoned in favour of 
crude emotionalism, and history has become 
what deconstructionists have always said it 
is — an ever-shifting, entirely contextual 
fable, used to serve the interests of the 
current ruling class. 

Black history is bolstered by desperate 
theories about the superiority of blacks over 
whites — blacks being “Sun People”, well- 
adjusted and carefree, and whites “Ice Peo- 
ple”, cold, repressed and repressive — and, 
inevitably, the careful omission of inconven- 
ient facts, such as that blacks were just as 
enthusiastic slavers as whites. Although 
Louis Farrakhan is the best-known exponent 
of crank conspiracy theories, most professional 
black agit-proppers (and many normal black 
people) have been influenced by such 
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notions. Like all conspiracy theories, black 
history is attractive because it is tidy, and 
because it absolves those allegedly being 
conspired against of any blame for their 
possible failures. 

Kerridge rightly notes that the wide- 
spread acceptance of beliefs such as these 
can only poison race relations, damaging not 
only white interests, but also those of blacks, 
who will be doomed to dwell in a twilit 
world of resentment and paranoia. He calls 
. for a messier, but truer, history to be taught 
—anon-ideological history which recognises 
multifarious strands and allows for individual 
variations. More disputatiously, he says that 
race, like religion and class, will some day 
no longer be an issue in Britain. On this 
point, I find myself in disagreement. Be that 
as it may, everyone except the Afrocentrists 
themselves can agree that we would all be 
better off without the inanities and insani- 
ties of black history — and that the facts, 
however awkward they may be, must be 
allowed to flourish. 

Derek Turner 
The Story of Black History may be ordered 


from Claridge Press, 33 Canonbury Park 
South, London N1 2JW. 





Peter Cook: A Biography 

Harry Thompson, Hodder & 
Stoughton, 1997; ISBN 0-340-64968- 
2, 516pp, £18.99 


In his recent book, Notes from a Small Is- 
land, the American author Bill Bryson made 
the prescient observation that wherever two 
Englishmen could be discovered in conver- 
sation, the sound of laughter would be 
present. The reason why was suggested as 
far back as 1690 by Sir William Temple: 
“The English have more humour because 
every man follows his own and takes a 
pleasure, perhaps a pride in showing it.” It 
is certainly true that the English have a 
particular talent for finding humour in the 
commonplaces of everyday life and, in 
particular, within our public institutions. 
What gives this humour its peculiar char- 
acter is the fact that it is almost always based 
upon an affection for the subject at hand. 
JB Priestley believed such affection to be one 
of the defining ingredients of English humour, 
along with a feeling for irony, a sense of the 
absurd and a familiar, usually public, context. 

Peter Cook had such mastery over these 
ingredients that he is widely regarded as the 
most outstanding English humorist since the 
war. This book is equal to such a reputation. 
Although there is no doubting the author’s 
admiration for his subject, Thompson, as 
in his biography of Richard Ingrams, does 
not allow this to obscure the truth about 
his subject. He is particularly adept at 
describing his subject’s failings and in 
Cook’s case, these were considerable. 
Indeed, half of this very thick book is taken 
up with charting in detail Cook’s personal 
and professional decline. 


The book’s main strength is in showing 
that the reasons behind Cook’s rapid descent 
are largely the same as those that contrib- 
uted to his rise and have more to do with 
the kind of humour which he practised than 
the combined effects of alcohol abuse and 
marital turmoil. Thompson explodes the 
myth that the reason for Cook’s inability to 
capitalise on the phenomenal success of 
Beyond the Fringe and Not Only... But Also 
was his refusal, in contrast to Dudley Moore, 
to prostitute himself to the demands of Hol- 
lywood. In fact, throughout the Sixties and 
early Seventies Cook made strenuous ef- 
forts to break into the film world. After 
storming the United States with the Beyond 
the Fringe revue in 1962, Cook became en- 
amoured of Los Angeles and actively touted 
himself as a future romantic comedy lead, 
the natural successor to Cary Grant. He, of 
course, failed and this failure was repeated 
with a consistency that reveals much about 
his own limitations, but also something of the 
character of the humour that he exploited. 

For the key to Cook’s humour, as in so 
much of English humour generally, was its 
immediacy and familiarity. His comic char- 
acters, from the crashing bore, EL Wisty, 
through pompous ass Sir Arthur Streeb- 
Greebling to cliché-fuelled football manager 
Alan Latchley, exist in the here and now or 
not at all. Although brilliantly executed, 
these characters articulate no past or future, 
but instead rely on instant audience empathy. 
This is why they appear time and again 
throughout Cook’s career, thinly disguised 
by a change of name or circumstance: EL 
Wisty from 1959 is the same as the charac- 
ter Norman House introduced in Cook’s 
triumphant Clive Anderson Balks Back 1993 
Christmas Special. 

Cook persisted in this manner of comedy 
because he was simply not a comic actor. 
He was firmly entrenched in the English 
tradition of the comedy revue, which, 
because of its live delivery and severe time- 
table, demanded an immediate effect upon 
the watching audience. In his many forget- 
table films, Cook simply did not possess 
the talent to communicate the depth or 
history that a character requires in order to 
be sustained over 90 minutes. Instead, he 
opted for the safer route of caricature. He 
was not alone in this, of course, and it is 
the main reason why the great British sit- 
com inevitably falls flat on the big screen. 
In fact, the comedians we most admire in 
this country have never been able to 
successfully translate themselves to the 
substantial roles demanded by unfolding 
drama, comic or otherwise. I can think only 
of Peter Sellers as an exception and this 
because of his long theatrical training that 
preceded his later comic success. 

To be fair, Cook acknowledged this to- 
wards the end of his life. In 1987, he wrote 
a foreword to a collection of reissued scripts 
from Beyond the Fringe. “There is only one 
depressing side effect of re-reading the 


text”, he wrote. “I may have done other 
things as good, but I am sure none better. I 
haven’t matured, progressed, grown, become 
deeper, wiser or funnier.” Whether he knew 
it or not, Cook was confessing to being 
nothing more than a humorist, for the hu- 
morist does not develop in any real sense 
at all. His task is to react to the events and 
circumstances surrounding our lives and 
place them in a comic context. Once they 
pass from our gaze, the humorist moves on 
to whatever next captures the mood of public 
fascination. In this role, Cook was the 
undisputed master for over twenty years and 
it is entirely fitting that during this time he 
was the custodian of that unflinching re- 

doubt of English humour, Private Eye. 
Over the past eighteen months, this 
country has lost three of its most outstand- 
ing humorists — Willie Rushton, Frank Muir 
and John Wells. If they are fortunate to be 
accorded the same appreciation and thorough- 
ness as Peter Cook has in this outstanding 
biography, admirers of English humour 

everywhere will be wonderfully served. 
Robert Whitehouse 





Why Men Don’t Iron - 
The Real Science of Gender Studies 


Anne and Bill Moir. HarperCollins 
Publishers, 1998, 319pp, £12.99. 


This book, we are told, is designed to show 
that “men’s brains are wired very differently 
from women’s, so that their stimuli and 
reactions cannot be the same; and the 
increasing feminisation of society... is detri- 
mental to men, and eventually to women 
too”. Do we really need, you may ask, over 
300 pages to prove what we all know — that 
men and women are completely different? 
Isn’t this about as much use as a book proving 
that the earth is round? Well, maybe, but if 
you are surrounded by people claiming that 
the world is flat it might be useful to have the 
scientific evidence to prove them wrong. It 
is the scientific evidence which makes this 
book so compelling. Not that it contains any 
original research findings, but it is an ex- 
tremely comprehensive and up to date com- 
pilation of proven facts which simply cannot 
be denied. And don’t worry if science was 
never your favourite subject at school as it 
is all written in a very easy, layman’s style. 

Channel 4 recently produced three 
programmes based on this book, but were 
only able, of course, to touch on a selection 
of the topics covered here. Each chapter 
tackles a separate socio-political area of 
male/female differences and explains the 
biological reasons for them. This book won’t 
only upset feminists, but the homosexual 
lobby too, for the very first chapter debunks 
their pet theories that sexual roles are a social 
construct resulting from cultural pressures, 
and that sexuality is a sliding scale instead of 
two distinctly different biological forms. 


(Continued overleaf) 
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The constant, politically correct refrain that 
‘men should get in touch with their feminine 
side’ is shown to be a physical impossibility: 
we simply don’t have one. Male and female 
brains are both physically and functionally 
very different, and homosexuals have the 
brain-type of the opposite sex. Boys and girls 
are different from birth and these differences 
cannot be overcome by their upbringing: 
The Moirs naturally debunk Kinsey’s ridicu- 
lous claim that 50% of men are either actively 
or potentially homosexual (the true figure is 
nearer 1-2%), and posit that homosexuality 
is due to abnormal testosterone levels at the 
third month of pregnancy, possibly caused 
by maternal stress. 

All teachers, and education ministers, 
should be made to read the chapters dealing 
with boys’ differing educational needs. The 
recent greater success of girls in school 
exams is due to the feminisation of the 
classroom and the education system. “Girls 
like non-competitive learning, but boys suffer 
from it, and it is no surprise that once boys 
reach a truly competitive environment, like 
Oxford or Cambridge where the all-or-noth- 
ing final examination still rules, they do 
better than girls”. Continous assessment, 
exam questions asking for empathy (ugh!) 
and the informal, non-competitive, classroom 
environment all suit girls and disadvantage 
boys, and the female-dominated teaching 
profession prefers compliant and co-operative 
girls to the more restless and aggressive 
boys. 

Boys need a much greater stimulus than 
girls to switch from limbic brain activity to 
that involving the cerebral cortex. What this 
means in practice is that boys are more easily 
bored in class, thus becoming disruptive and 
innatentive. Boys require much more exciting 
lessons than do girls to hold their attention, 
and are being failed by inadequate or simply 
uncomprehending teachers. “It is the boys 
who are bored, and they are being bored in 
ever greater numbers because too many 
classrooms have become feminized. Her 
teaching methods simply do not suit his 
brain”. Teachers want boys to be more like 
girls, but biology simply won’t allow it. In 
America this ‘problem’ is solved by labelling 
boys as suffering from ‘attention deficit 
hyperactivity disorder’ and treating them 
with drugs: this happens to 10% of 9-13 year 
old boys! “Boys are labelled as sick simply 
for being boys and are then placed on 
behaviour-changing drugs. A recent article 
in the Wall Street Journal remarked that in 
modern times boyhood has become a malady”. 

Most depressingly, there seems no pros- 
pect of any improvement: Her Majesty’s 
Chief Inspector of Schools claims that “no- 
body knows” why boys are underperforming! 
As for those Oxford exams, The Times 
reported in January that they were planning 
to abandon these in favour of continuous 
assessment in order to “increase the numbers 
of women students gaining first-class degrees”. 
Oxford’s ‘equal opportunities committee’ 


believed that “written examinations, or at least 
the questions which are now asked in them, 
are unfavourable to women”. Everywhere 
the educational system is being changed with 
the deliberate aim of disadvantaging men. 

The Moirs are not afraid to tackle the 
feminist shibboleths head on, and Why Men 
Don’t Iron shows how the entry of women 
into the workplace has disadvantaged men, 
and led to greater male unemployment and a 
general reduction in wages, especially at the 
lower and middle ability levels. It is clearly 
shown that the fact that no more than 10% of 
high-achievers are women is not due to any 
‘glass ceiling’ but rather “reflects men’s 
biological advantages”. The male mental 
ability bell-curve stretches further, and the 
only way to achieve ‘equality’ at the top is to 
impose quotas. The book reports a survey 
which concluded that a third of Britain’s 
policewomen had been unfairly promoted: 
“they simply were not good enough, but 
political pressures demanded their promo- 
tion”. This is utterly scandalous. Apart from 
the unfairness involved for all those men 
who were unfairly denied promotion, the 
quality and effectiveness of the police force 
which we all depend on is being corrupted. 
What is equally horrifying is that not one 
politician seems to care! Feminism is more 
important than security or justice. 

As the Moirs state: “The downside of her 
‘liberation’ was the breakdown of the family 
in the lower reaches of society’. “Feminism, 
which encouraged women into the workforce, 
still refuses to accept any responsibility for 
the increasing breakup of marriages, for the 
general lowering of wages in the middle and 
lower income groups, or for the devaluing of 
motherhood and domestic work”. 

Ah yes, domestic work, that constant 
source of marital friction. The simple fact is 
that women are, neurologically, better at 
‘multi-tasking’, more observant of details 
and can concentrate on work with lower 
levels of stimulation, whereas men are better 
at focusing on, and solving, problems, and 
competitive tasks. In other words, biologi- 
cally women are more suited to housework 
and men to the workplace. “That male- 
female relations are often unequal, that their 
roles differ, does not mean that this inequality 
is demonstrably unjust”. This book also 
explains why women’s neuro-chemistry 
makes them more suited to — and more likely 
to enjoy — nurturing babies. All those other 
male traits that seem to cause such annoy- 
ance to women — ‘he doesn’t remember 
anniversaries’, ‘he hasn’t noticed my new 
dress’, ‘he doesn’t understand what I’m 
trying to say’ — all result from differences in 
sight, hearing, sensitivity, humour, memory, 
ability to detect social signals, to empathise, 
etc, which are biologically based. Sorry 
girls, but that’s just the way men are made. 

This is an absolutely invaluable book to 
understanding the differences between men 
and women, and I heartily recommend it. 

George Warwick 
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einrich Heine wrote: “When the 
heroes go off the stage, the clowns 
come in”. 

In a recent interview, Dr Helmut Trotnow 
of the Allied Museum in Berlin referred to 
the 1948 Berlin Airlift and expressed the 
view that the British were far too self- 
effacing about their nation’s greatness. He 
gave the Airlift as an example. Most 
Germans believe it was an entirely American 
operation, whereas in reality it was con- 
ceived and planned by an Air Commodore 
of the Royal Air Force and RAF and 
British aircraft delivered almost 50% of the 
supplies to the beleaguered city. Many of 
the aircrews engaged had been bombing the 
city only three years earlier at terrible cost 
to their Squadrons. In the airlift some were 
to die in these mercy flights. Surely an 
example of magnanimity in victory. 

That was fifty years ago. Those Britons 
under 50 years of age have been taught 
that Britain’s history is a matter for 
shame and apology. Our children 
have been indoctrinated by liberal 
teachers with the belief that patri- 
otism and nationalism are synony- 
mous and both evil. They have been 
told that our forebears committed 
appalling atrocities, were guilty of 
avarice, cruelty and tyranny. No 
regard was given to the Zeitgeist when 
they were allegedly committed. Nor was 
any credit given to such humane acts as 
Britain’s lead in the abolition of the slave 
trade. In fact, Britain’s record is very much 
better than that of other European powers. 

Our media is now dominated by liberal 
hypothesists, who see it as their mission to 
destroy all pride in our country’s long, and 
mainly honourable, history and to suggest 
that all our national heroes, Nelson, Baden 
Powell, and now Kitchener had feet of clay. 

The idols of today are football players, 
rock singers, television actors and film stars. 
We worship the Spice Girls, adulate Gazza 
and players of so-called sports, which have 
been corrupted by Mammon. Important 
news concerning our relationship with 
Europe and the rest of the world is treated 
cursorily. The editors and journalists 
responsible claim they are merely giving 
the public what they want and, certainly 
their circulation figures bear that out. 

However, their political prejudices and 
those of the broadsheets stem from their 
covert empathy with Marxism and deep 
loathing for fascism. Fortunately, there are 
still numerous journalists and economists 
and philosophers of integrity, who give the 
public the facts without bias. Loathing for 
fascism and, by association, national social- 
ism (or Nazism) is extended to nationalism, 
and patriotism which are ‘racist’ in the eyes 
of the Left. However, nationalism is to have 
pride in and be devoted to one’s own na- 
tion and its interests, even when to excess. 
Patriotism, on the other hand, is to love, 
support and defend one’s country. The word 





THE CLOWNS COME IN 





Arthur Deramore surveys a Britain racked with guilt and 
obsessed with trivia 





is derived from the Greek patriotes. 

Our present House of Commons is com- 
posed of people born after WW2 with a 
few exceptions and the Government benches 
appear to be historically illiterate. The 
Prime Minister and his nark Peter 
Mandelson plug the spin words ‘New Brit- 
ain’, ‘Young Britain’ and ‘The Peoples’ Brit- 
ain’ as though British history did not ex- 
tend back a thousand years. A Sioux prov- 
erb states, “A people without history is like 
wind on the buffalo grass.” It is not only 









“When the heroes go off the stage...” 


New Labour which ignores the lessons of 
history. The dinosaurs of the Tory Party are 
equally culpable in their unthinking enthu- 
siasm to subsume Britain into a European 
federal superstate. The ERM fiasco and the 
collapse of the USSR and Yugoslavia have 
taught them nothing. 

Mandelson’s Millennium project is sym- 
bolic of New Britain and Michael Heseltine 
originated the concept. The so-called Mil- 
lennium experience ignores all past British 
experience and ludicrously claims to reflect 
our future experience. Gavin Stamp, the 
architectural historian, thinks the new logo 
“is a brilliant piece of design to sum up mod- 
ern Britain, it has no purpose, it’s empty 
and vapid, it is obsessed with the body and 
has no brain.” 

It is tempting to despair and say, “All is 
lost, what is the point of fighting the inevi- 
table?” This is the siren song of the 
Eurofanatic. In reality the true brave heart 
of Britain still beats strongly, although our 
media does scant justice to the deeds of the 
many men, women, boys and girls, who 
behave with immense courage, altruism and 
fortitude. Two examples within the last 
eighteen months are Miss Lisa Potts, rightly 
awarded a George Medal for protecting her 
infant charges from the attack of a drug- 
crazed hatchetman and the British yachts- 
man, who threw away any chance of success 
in the yacht race in which he was competing, 
to go to the rescue of a French competitor 


in the tumultuous South Seas at great risk 
to himself. He received the greater honour 
from the French President. S/Ldr Andy 
Green RAF, who risked his life many times 
to drive a British car at Mach 1 and break 
the land speed record by a large margin, 
arrived back in Britain to no welcoming 
party. By way of contrast, an ill-mannered 
and immature yobbo, who is a successful 
football player, can earn millions of pounds 
and receive an overabundance of adulation. 
His many public misdemeanours, which 
bring shame to Britain, are conveniently 
excused. In an article published in the Sun- 
day Telegraph Magazine of 16 Novem- 
ber 1996, Enoch Powell wrote, 
“Nations that renounce their self- 
respect and their independence (to 
the EU) do not, in this hard world, 
escape punishment. There is 
tribulation ahead for the slothful 
acquiescence of Britain in its own 
dishonour.” 

The task facing those who 
wish to save the British nation from 

that tribulation is formidable. The very 
same people, who have been corrupted by 
liberal subversives, are those who are best 
situated to corrupt others, being the teach- 
ers, university professors, journalists, televi- 
sion pundits and Left-wing politicians. Of 
course there are many honourable excep- 
tions and in them must lie our hope. The 
most patriotic periodical of all must be the 
quarterly This England which has a read- 
ership of some quarter of a million and ris- 
ing, and the Daily Telegraph and Sunday 
Telegraph always consider Britain’s inter- 
est to be paramount. 

The monarchical countries, such as 
Great Britain, Sweden, Denmark and 
Norway, have been the least enthusiastic 
about European integration. The Norwe- 
gians have been brave enough to ‘go it 
alone’. Spain, it is true, is a monarchy, but 
this was revived after a long period of dic- 
tatorship. Our Royal Family traditionally 
is above domestic politics, but has been 
robustly patriotic in foreign affairs. It 
maybe that our salvation may be in the hands 
of the House of Windsor, for it seems un- 
likely that our Queen or the Prince of Wales 
would welcome the removal of their sover- 
eign powers, which have served our nation 
so well over so many centuries. 

Four hundred years ago, William Shake- 
speare put the following words into the 
mouth of King Henry the Fifth, ‘Follow 
your spirit; and upon this charge cry “God 
for Harry! England and St. George!’”’ 


Lord Deramore writes from Pickering, 
Yorkshire 
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BREAKING THE MOULD 
Remember the SDP — that sad bunch of ex- 
Labour and Liberal no-hopers who were 
going to “break the mould of British poli- 
tics”? Many reasons can be given for their 
failure — the Falklands boost for the Tories, 
Labour’s forced modernisation to reclaim its 
natural supporters — but ultimately the SDP 
failed because the ‘first-past-the-post’ system 
kept them out of Parliament, and without 
instant success or the mental strength that 
comes from ideological conviction, their fickle 
friends abandoned them. If Britain had had a 
form of proportional representation the SDP 
would have gained enough seats to have 
emerged as a realistic, long-term party. 
The purpose of this brisk march down 
memory lane is to show that without PR anew 
party — even one as féted by the media as the 
SDP — cannot succeed. Of course I couldn't 
care about the SDP, but the same rule applies 
to all the futile attempts which have been 
made to start up new parties on the Right. But 
now Blair has asked Lord Jenkins of Hillhead 


to chair a commission to review our electoral , ae 


system. So laugh no more: Roy Jenkins, one 
of the Gang of Four, founders of the SDP, has 
returned, and when he publishes his report at 
the end of October this political zombie may 
finally succeed in changing the face of British 
politics. So what are the implications for the 
Right? Realising the pointlessness of the new- 
party approach, many intelligent Right- 
wingers have tried the ‘influence-the-Tory- 
party-from-within’ tactic, hoping they could 
reshape the Tory party into the sort of patri- 
otic movement it has always pretended to be. 
They failed. The Tory upper echelons are still 
filled with a self-perpetuating liberal class 
which will always keep anyone suspected of 
even the mildest inclination towards patrio- 
tism out of power. To these people success is 
simply being in office; the idea of using office 
to change society is considered far too radical 
and dismissed out of hand as much too likely 
to make waves and upset people, thus threaten- 
ing to disrupt the easy life and respectability 
which are all that matters to so many — too 
many — Tories. 

I am not, of course, advocating a do- 
nothing approach. Each individual’s or group’s 
activity on the Right helps to promote our 
viewpoint to the public and is likely to gain 
new recruits. What we are doing today is 
important, but for true success we will need 
a new party, and for that party to succeed we 
will need proportional representation. A lot 
of you may disagree with both these state- 
ments, so let me explain. On PR, many will 
need to overcome their innate conservatism 
(note the small ‘c’) which opposes any 
meddling with what might be deemed our 
‘traditional’ British voting system. More im- 
portantly, many will argue that PR leads to 
coalitions of the middle. This is a fair point 
(and explains why the Liberals want PR so 
much) but while forming a government under 
PR might seem difficult, public opinion can 
swing very dramatically — just look at the 
collapse of the Tory vote! But even outside 
government a Right-wing party can shape the 
political agenda. Look at France, where the 
Front National’s 15% of the vote, has led 
former prime minister Balladur to call for 





“How few men are strong enough to stand 
against the prevailing currents of opinion ... 
Be prepared to stand up faithfully for Right 
and Truth, however the wind may blow”. 

Winston Churchill 





serious consideration to be given to the FN’s 
policy of ‘national preference’. 

I also said that a new party will be needed 
to take advantage of PR. As you may already 
have a party in which you have invested your 
time, energy, money and emotions you may 
balk at this. But for a party to succeed it needs 
two things: sufficient money to run a serious 
election campaign, and a leader who com- 
mands the public’s trust and respect. The 
simple truth we have to face is that no existing 
Right-wing party has either of these — which 
is why none has had any real success, and nor 
are they likely to. A leader of a new party is 
most likely to emerge either from the existing 
parties (think of Enoch Powell, who could 
have led a national movement had he been 
willing to do so), or from the world of 
business (such as Goldsmith, or, currently, 
Paul Sykes). 

If PR is introduced, and a serious Right- 
wing party emerges, the Conservative Party 
will break up, with more and more members 
peeling off to join the new party; this is the 
main reason why Hague is so frightened of 
PR. A recent survey found that a quarter of 
Tory MPs want Britain to pull out of the EU 
altogether; I'm sure they would love to leave 
the current Tory party which hasn't even got 
the guts to kick out the Europhiles, such as 
Clarke, Heath, Patten and Heseltine who 
treat the Euro-realist majority of party mem- 
bers with such contempt. 

But is there any chance of such a Right- 
wing party emerging? Three former Tory 
MPs — Nicholas Budgen, Winston Churchill 
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and Tony Marlow — plan to stand against the 
Tory party in next year's Euro-elections. Is 
this the nucleus around which a new, cred- 
ible, Right-wing party could be built? It is too 
early to tell, but with a few more good men, 
a bit of money and a lot of luck it might just be. 

But before you raise a toast to ‘Woy 
Jenkins, hewo of the Wight’ remember that 
there are many different forms of PR, and you 
can be sure that the system he recommends 
will be designed to make it as difficult as 
possible for a new Right-wing party to flour- 
ish. But if there is to be any pretence of 
democratic proportionality then the electoral 
threshold for entering parliament should be 
reduced and sooner or later a credible and 
populist Right-wing party should at last be 
able to emerge and really break the mould. 


CHILD ABUSE 


The government's totalitarian tendency was 
demonstrated once again by the announce- 
ment that schoolchildren will, from the age of 
5, have to take compulsory lessons in ‘citizen- 
ship’. No amount of spin-doctoring can con- 
ceal the danger that a Left-wing government 
together with Left-wing educationalists will 
now be set free to indoctrinate the young 
minds of vulnerable children. This is an idea 
worthy of any dictator who believes that 
children belong to the state, rather than their 
parents. So what form will this brainwashing 
take? References to “cultural and religious 
diversity, respecting differences, the world 
as a global community, human rights, equal 
opportunities, discrimination, and the role of 
monarchy, devolution and EMU” leave little 
doubt about the scope for political bias. New 
Labour is trying to create a brave new world 
in which schools become conditioning units 
able to churn out rows of identical children, 
all properly trained in their politically-correct 
Pavlonian reactions. (Will children be taught 
to recite the new motto “Community, Iden- 
tity, Stability’? Aldous Huxley's nightmare 
vision of the future actually sounds quite 
plausible, doesn't it?). However I suspect 
that Labour's plans will fail. Let's face it, 
most teacher's can't even teach kids to spell 
‘behaviour’, let alone modify it. 


MENTAL ASYLUM 


There surely cannot be any subject which 
induces more clueless agitation than that of 
immigration. Under the Conservatives new 
primary legislation was introduced every 2-3 
years: the British Nationality Act 1981, the 
British Nationality (Hong Kong) Act 1985, 
the Immigration (Carrier’s Liability) Act 
1987, the Immigration Act 1988, the British 
Nationality (Hong Kong) Act 1990, the Asy- 
lum and Immigration Appeals Act 1993, and 
the Immigration and Asylum Act 1996. All 
this was interspersed with continuous changes 
in the regulations. 

Under Labour things can only get worse. 
First we were told that the ‘primary purpose’ 
rule is being abolished, so we can expect 
around 30,000 more bogus marriages a year. 
Then we were told that homosexual ‘couples’ 
will be eligible to settle here. Then, after a little 
flood of Czech/Slovak gypsies a year ago, Jack 
Straw decided on a miniscule stregthening of 
deportation law. Now Labour have put 
forward their first White Paper. 





The problem is caused by the ludicrous 
desire of all parties to allow immigration to 
continue, whilst at the same time they realise 
that this influx must be limited to assuage 
public concern, and because of the huge 
financial burden these immigrants impose. 
But trying to control immigration is like 
trying to squeeze a balloon — every time you 
squeeze one point the balloon simply bulges 
in another. The minimal restrictions imposed 
by the Tories have simply resulted in a 
gigantic wave of illegal immigration and 
bogus asylum applications. The number of 
illegal immigrants discovered at Dover alone 
has risen almost 500% this year! 

Illegal immigration is now big business 
for organised criminals, with the going rate 
(or rather coming rate) of £1,500 per immi- 
grant. Asylum applications are also set to hit 
an all-time high this year of around 45,000. 
This does not include dependants, who are 
always conveniently ignored in the 
government’s official statistics. The Times 
reports that “the Home Office estimates that 
monthly figures should be multiplied by be- 
tween two and three to take account of the 
families”. The total number of applicants and 
dependants is therefore likely to be well over 
100,000; (it is incredible, and shameful, that 
there are no accurate figures kept). Add 
together the illegals, the asylum applicants, 
the phony students, the marriage partners, the 
dependants, etc, and the figure of 100-150,000 
given a few years ago by Winston Churchill 
— and which caused such a storm — has now 
clearly become an underestimate. 

We cannot, and must not, blame the 
immigrants themselves for wanting a better 
life, but we can, and should, be blaming our 
politicians, of all parties, for this fiasco. The 
situation is so bad that Brent council has even 
made plans to open refugee camps in London's 
parks if the influx gets any worse. A report 
last year revealed that in 12 London boroughs 
white children (not all of whom, of course, 
are British) are now in a minority in our 
schools, with the problem worse, as you 
might expect, in primary schools. In 1993 a 
survey revealed that London's schoolchildren 
come from 193 different liguistic backgrounds, 
from Acholi to Zulu, and including such 
delights as Dagomba, Mayogo, Urhobo and 
Wolof. A report a few years ago confirmed 
that a third of the ethnic minority population 
is under 15 and predicted that the ethnic 
minority population would double within 40 
years. A more recent study said that Britain's 
Muslim population would double within 20 
years. What cannot be denied are the Govern- 
ment figures which show that between 1981- 
91 Britain’s ethnic minority population grew 
at a rate 40 times faster than the white 
population, due to their higher level of fertil- 
ity. Some on the Left will, of course, say so 
what? But large numbers of immigrants from 
totally different cultures cannot help but 
change their neighbourhood from that which 
it was before they came, and anyone who has 
lived on a multi-racial inner-city council 
estate with a high crime rate will know that 
these changes are not for the better. 

Nor is the problem purely one of num- 
bers. The Immigration Service Union has 
estimated that asylum seekers will cost Brit- 


ain over £2 billion this year. The government 
of course deny this, claiming the cost last year 
was ‘only’ £500 million ; with asylum appli- 
cations around 30% higher than last year even 
this lower costing is set to rise by £150 
million. Which figure you believe is up to 
you, but one illegal Brazilian immigrant 
alone, suffering from Aids, syphilis and 
tuberculosis, has cost around £250,000 since 
he came here in 1992. We cannot deport him 
because he is “too unwell to travel”, although 
this impediment doesn't seem to extend to the 
London underground, on which he can travel 
for free. Equally worrying are those so-called 
refugees who belong to foreign terrorist 
organisations (such as the Kurdish PKK or 
Dev Sol, or the Islamic Hamas or GIA) and 
who are using Britain as a safe haven. One 
asylum applicant described himself as a “‘pro- 
fessional assassin”! 

So what of that Labour White Paper? 
Despite Straw's promise to get tougher, the 
truth is that this is the usual mix of futility and 
double-speak. Amid all the platitudinous 
sound-bites about making the system “faster, 
firmer and fairer”, controls will become 
weaker; especially worrying is the right of 
appeal to be given to visitors refused entry: 
no-one can be prevented from entering the 
country and going to ground. Although Straw 
claims that “there is not going to be an 
amnesty” for those already here, the White 
Paper admits that the 10,000 applications 
made before July 1993 will virtually all be 
granted, and a further 20,000 applicants, 
waiting since 1995 will almost all be given 
either asylum or “exceptional leave to re- 
main” (ELTR). 

So what is to be done? The first step is to 
recognise that as long as we allow some 
immigrants or asylum applicants to come 
here, others will inevitably take advantage 
and abuse the system. Straw's claim that he 
will reduce the incentive to economic migra- 
tion ignores the simple reality that to someone 
from a country where the only doctors around 
are those who throw bones and cast spells, 
even the most basic level of British benefits 
will be appealing. Add to that the likelihood 
of working in the ‘black’ economy and Britain's 
appeal is irresistible. 

The only logical and coherent answer is to 
close the door completely. No more hus- 
bands, wives, sons, daughters, grandparents 
or gay live-in lovers. If families wish to be 
united they can unite in their country of 
origin. And no more asylum applicants. “How 
callous!” the Left will shriek. “What about 
all those poor people fleeing persecution and 
torture?” they will ask. The simple truth is, 
as the New Statesman admitted, that “Almost 
by definition, people fleeing in fear of their 
lives do not have the luxury of being able to 
wander around Baghdad or Belgrade, collect- 
ing passports from the secret policemen in 
interior ministries”. Genuine refugees flee 
across the border at night and claim asylum in 
the first neighbouring country they come to. 
The notion that refugees should go to the 
nearest available country is internationally 
recognised. Kenya, for example, refused en- 
try to Rwandan refugees who had passed 
through Zaire. As we are an island, with the 
nearest countries all safe and stable democra- 
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cies, it is an inescapable fact that we will not 
receive genuine refugees, only cherry-pick- 
ing malcontents and economic migrants. Some 
of the claims for asylum are so absurdly bogus 
that you have to wonder at the sanity of a 
system that allows these people to come here. 
Consider the Ghanaian woman who was told 
by one of those verminous ‘immigration 
advisers’ to claim that she had been perse- 
cuted by the ruling political party. This she 
did, and might have succeeded had she not 
named her local south London Conservative 
Association as her persecutors! 

Having closed the door to any further 
immigration, we need to take action to re- 
move those who are here illegally. One of the 
most shameful aspects of the Conservative 
Party's pretence at immigration controls was 
their failure to deport those who were refused 
leave to remain. In the case of asylum appli- 
cants, over 80% are refused either asylum or 
ELTR. Yet between 1989 and 1997 only 
20,000 were removed, while around 250,000 
others (plus all their dependents) have stuck 
two fingers up to us and remained illegally. 
What is needed therefore is a intensive 
programme of removing those who are here 
illegally. At present we only deport around 
5,000 people a year, but there is no reason 
why this should not be much higher. France 
has deported more than double this, and the 
US has deported over 100,000 a year. I cannot 
see any practical difficulty with removing 50- 
70,000 a year: this is less than 200 people a 
day spread over the whole country. We 
should also learn from the German system 
which stipulates that any immigrant who 
commits a crime and is sentenced to 5 years 
or more is automatically deported. I would 
suggest that anyone who does not have British 
citizenship and who is convicted of any 
offence should be expelled. We have more 
than enough home-grown criminals! 

The final part of the jigsaw would be to 
offer a financial incentive to those who are 
here legally, or who have British citizenship, 
to return permanently to their countries of 
origin. The notion of voluntary, assisted 
repatriation is in no way extremist: indeed, as 
recently as 1970 it was official Conservative 
policy, and there already exists a Home 
Office scheme under which non-British 
citizens can be helped with the costs of 
returning home. An opinion poll a few years 
ago found that 63% of whites, 69% of blacks 
and 54% of Asians agreed with the notion of 
voluntary assisted repatriation. Even Bernie 
Grant agrees with it! A generous policy 
would be popular with many immigrants, and 
would more than pay for itself in savings on 
unemployment, housing, schooling and NHS 
costs. Their home countries would love to 
receive well-educated citizens with thousands 
of pounds to spend on starting up new busi- 
nesses. While some immigrants have pros- 
pered here, many have not, and would be 
happy to renounce their British citizenship in 
return for a fresh start in a country in which 
they would feel more at home. Contrary to 
what the Left says, voluntary assisted repa- 
triation is a sensible and caring policy which 
offers unemployed youngsters, who might 
otherwise end up on drugs or in jail, the 
chance of a better future. 
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Fuzzy-wuzzy logic 
Sudan is to ask both the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice and the 
United Nations to have Lord 
Kitchener declared a war crimi- 
nal. Speaking on the 100th 
anniversary of the Battle of 
Omdurman, Mohammed Daoud 
al-Khalifa, grandson of the 
Khalifa defeated in 1889, said 
that Kitchener ordered his troops 
to massacre wounded Mahdists 
and then permitted them to loot, 
rape and pillage — a claim for 
which there is no evidence 
whatever. (Daily Telegraph, 3rd 
September 1998) 


High Street revolution 
87 year old Frank Eddolls, who 
has owned and run a corner shop 
in Bristol for 64 years, has 
finally had enough. Mr Eddolls 
has been robbed 235 times since 
1981 (90 times in the last 18 
months). He has been beaten 
with an iron bar and a baseball 
bat on two separate occasions, 
and often been threatened with 
knives and shotguns. “The level 
of violence has got higher and 
higher and the age of those pre- 
pared to use it gets younger and 
younger. Even at the height of 
the Blitz, with death and destruc- 
tion all around us, people would 
not dream of descending into 
such violence” reflected Mr 
Eddolls sadly. (Daily Telegraph, 
3rd September 1998) 


Adored Anthony, 
cherished Cherie 
“Thave the greatest respect for both 
Tony and Cherie, and I know that 
this respect is shared by the vast 
majority of the Sedgefield con- 
stituents. We love them both as 
two “ordinary” people and their 
honesty, integrity and Christian 
beliefs make us take them to our 
hearts” — Tony Blair’s election 

agent (letter, 15th May 1998). 


Liberal arts I 
Squatters spraypainted anarchist 
slogans and Soviet hammers- 
and-sickles onto priceless 15th 
century paintings in churches in 
Viterbo, north of Rome, and 
damaged a medieval bas-relief by 
throwing bottles against it. Italian 
police are expecting further 
attacks. (Daily Telegraph, 23rd 
July 1998) 


Liberal arts II 
In a philanthropic gesture, the 
Everyman Library, publishers of 
classic texts, offered a free gift 
of a set of great literary works to 





4,500 secondary schools. The 
collection included works from 
Herodotus, Dickens, Jane 
Austen, Joseph Conrad, Graham 
Greene and Sophocles. Although 
some headmasters were enthusi- 
astic, many were uninterested 
and some even complained, one 
school saying that its pupils 
would find the books “too diffi- 
cult” and another that the books 








Wrong sort of victim 
Two Southampton police officers 
seized copies of what they con- 
sidered to be an “offensive” 
poster in a far-Left bookshop 
window. The poster was adver- 
tising Irvine Welsh’s book Filth, 
and featured a scowling pig wear- 
ing a policeman’s helmet. The 
action of the officers, who were 
described by their supportive 





more generous child allowances, 
tax reform and allowing the chil- 
dren of divorcing parents to vote 
against the separation. The author, 
Oxford professor Stein Ringen, 
says that Western societies are 
“wrong to see the family as 
peripheral to modern life” and 
that the debate about abortion is 
conducted largely on a “libertar- 
ian fallacy” that underemphasises 





did not have any pictures and 
looked dull and old-fashioned. 
The average school now only 
spends £300 a year on books. 
(Daily Telegraph, ibid) 
Spart Sidmore 

A firm of estate agents which 
advertised for a “public school 
educated” negotiator was 
attacked by Labour MP Andrew 
Sidmore for this “clear example 
of the perpetuation of the class 
system”. Sidmore added omi- 
nously that “this could well be 
indirect discrimination, because 
far fewer members of the ethnic 
minorities and women go to 
public schools”. 70 other MPs 
signed his Commons motion 
condemning the advertisement. 
(Daily Telegraph, 22nd July 
1998) 


Indian givers 

A Leicester charity has been 
given £53,400 by the National 
Lottery Charities Board. The 
money will be spent on improving 
maternity care — at the Maruti 
Maternity Hospital in Uttar 
Pradesh, India. (Leicester Mer- 
cury, 18th June 1998) 


Special needs 
Anthea Millett, chief executive 
of the Teacher Training Agency: 
“We have woven the issues of 
multiculturalism and of combat- 
ing underachievement and racial 
stereotyping into our standards 
and programmes for headteach- 
ers, subject leaders and special 
educational needs co-ordinators... 
heads must create and promote 
positive strategies for developing 
good race relations and dealing 
with racial harassment. No one 
will be awarded the new national 
professional qualification for 
headship unless they can do so” 
(Times Educational Supplement, 
10th July 1998) 
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station as “very proud of their 
uniform and the job they do”, 
was condemned by the Booksell- 
ers Association, WH Smith and 
the publishers, RH. RH has 
promised to support the bookshop 
if any legal costs are incurred. 
(The Bookseller, 14th August 
1998) 


Novel criteria 

A San Francisco Internet maga- 
zine, feminista!, has compiled a 
list of the hundred best woman- 
authored novels of the century, 
stung by the fact that Random 
House’s hundred best novels of 
the century list contained only 
eight novels written by women. 
The feminista! list is listed only 
alphabetically (the magazine 
described the competitive ele- 
ment on the Random House list 
as “farcical”), beginning with 
Bastard out of Carolina, by 
Dorothy Allison, a novel of 
“white poverty, casual violence, 
and exclusion”, and including a 
listing for Maya Angelou, even 
though she has never written a 
novel. (Times Literary Supple- 
ment, 14th August 1998) 


Balanced foreign policy 
Richard Holbrooke, former US 
Assistant Secretary of State for 
Europe, responsible for the 
Dayton Peace Accords in 1995, 
“simply hated” Bosnian Serb 
leader Radovan Karadzic and the 
Serbian military commander 
Ratko Mladic — but always refers 
to Bosnia’s Muslim president, 
Alija Izetbegovic, as “Izzy”. 
(Book review, Commentary, 
August 1998) 


Unlikely allies 
A pamphlet issued by the 
Leftwing think tank Demos has 
called for marriage to be pro- 
tected by the State, including 








the importance of the wider com- 
munity and effectively says that 
neither foetus or father should 
have any rights. (The Family in 
Question, Demos, June 1998) 


Language of Shakespeare 
The New Oxford Dictionary of 
English has warned that all of the 
following terms may now cause 
offence and should be avoided: 
“Christian name’, “mongolism” 
(for Down’s Syndrome), “spin- 
ster” and “Eskimo”. As an aside, 
the publishers note that many of 
the 2,000 plus new words and 
phrases — such as “personal shop- 
per’, “eye candy”, “dumbing 
down” and “benefit tourist” — in 
the Dictionary reveal that 
modern Britons expect greater 
satisfaction for less effort. 
(Daily Telegraph, 13th August 
1998) 


The People’s Party 
“As you are probably aware, most 
active members of the Labour 
Party are social misfits, rejects 
of society or mentally ill...the 
best way to deal with these peo- 
ple is to suggest they leave a 
message on the Party’s 
answerphone” — newly-promoted 
Labour member of staff, in a 
leaked private memorandum. 
(Evening Standard, 11th Septem- 
ber 1998) 


Simple Simon 

“The fact that so many of these 
unemployed people have resigned 
themselves to a lifetime of 
despair and poverty means they 
will be perfectly suited to careers 
as teachers” — Simon Hoggart on 
a Radio 4 discussion about La- 
bour’s plans to put unemployed 
people to work as classroom 
assistants. (Times Educational 
Supplement, 4th September 
1998) 
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The‘article is based on an e-mail 


interview with Pia Kjzrsgaard MP, 
Leader of the Danish People’s Party 





How many members do you have 
presently in the Folketing (Parliament)? 

The Danish People’s Party (DPP) won 13 
of the 179 seats in the Folketing” in the 
election of 11 March 1998. This repre- 
sented a total of 252,228 votes (7.4%). 


Why was the DPP founded? Why did you 
and your three colleagues leave the 
Progress Party? © 

We left the Progress Party on 6 October 
1995 in the aftermath of the 1995 Party 
Congress in Aarhus. The congress had 
been absolutely wild and chaotic, but it 
was, of course, only the climax of a never- 
ending fight within the party. For ten years 
| had been the political Leader of the Party, 
although my leadership was constantly 
undermined. It was generally accepted 
within the party that it was very much my 
personality that gave the party its high 
profile, but | felt that | was there merely to 
“sell tickets” for the election campaigns, 
and never had any real authority. 

There was also a difference of political 

opinion within Party ranks which caused 
conflict. | wanted a more traditional 
conservative line, whereas my internal 
opponents were of an ultra-libertarian 
persuasion. | wanted the Progress Party 
to seek political influence and to make 
compromises, whereas the Glistrupian 
lobby had an “all or nothing” approach. 
At the congress of 1995, a plot had been 
hatched to remove me from influence, which 
| could not accept. The situation had be- 
come intolerable and | was left with no 
alternative but to leave and form the DPP 
How does the DPP differ from the Progress 
Party? 
There are several major differences. Not 
least in respect of immigration, where the 
DPP demands strict control of immigra- 
tion and the influx of refugees, whereas 
the Progress Party believes in “open” 
borders, as long as the new immigrants 
are able to provide for themselves. In 
respect of the EU, the DPP is opposed to 
federalist plans and wants to maintain 
Denmark as a sovereign and independent 
country with the Folketing as the highest 
authority. On social welfare, the differences 
between the two parties are enormous, 
as the DPP wants to maintain Denmark as 
a welfare state, with a high degree of so- 
cial help and is also prepared to accept 
reasonable taxation to sustain this. The 
Progress Party wants to abolish income 
tax altogether. We also feel strongly about 
the issues of law and order and creating a 
safer environment for our citizens. On 
these issues we could never agree. 


Which non-Danish parties or individuals do 
you most resemble? 


We have no sister parties abroad. Our only 
foreign political association is with British 
Conservative EU sceptics, with whom we 
work in the European Research Group (the 
ERG also contains French Gaullists and 
other Eurosceptics). It is my principle never 
to comment on other countries’ political 
parties, as | believe that each country has 
a political tradition of its own and therefore 
can only be carried by its own culture. 


How do the establishment parties view your 
party? Is there any prospect of a Liberall 
ConservativelDPP coalition in the future? 
The DPP’s success has caused something 
of an uproar within the Danish political 
system. | feel that we are both feared by 
the established 
parties and at the 
same time ad- 
mired for our 
boldness and 
achievements. It 
has been our 
privilege and pride 
to quite often 
set the political 
agenda. In this 
way our political 
influence has 
been greater 
than our party’s 
13 seats should 
warrant. | do not 
see the DPP ina 
Conservative/ 
Liberal coalition 
within this elec- 
tion period but 
after the next 
election much 


may change. i i 


A Gallup poll in February 1998 ” stated 
that 43% of Danes believed immigration 
and asylum policy to be the most impor- 
tant issue facing Denmark. Do you agree 
with this? Is the present level of immigra- 
tion into Denmark more than the annual 
9,000 claimed by the government? 
| agree with the 43% who believe that 
immigration and asylum policies are by 
far the most important issue facing the 
Danish nation. | believe that the govern- 
ment’s claim is actually only 6,000 per 
annum. We actually accept this figure to 
be correct, but it must be mentioned that 
on top of these 6,000 there are almost 
always a similar number of family mem- 
bers. The problem is not so much the 
number of asylum seekers, as Denmark 
is capable of accepting a substantial 
number of refuguees, perhaps even more 
than we do now, if only we could be as- 
sured that the refuguees would leave 
when the situation in their homelands had 
again stabilised. This almost never hap- 
pens. 

Instead refugees have the right to 
become Danish citizens after seven years 
and as such never leave the country again, 


apart from holidays home! 


Why was the Danish vote on the ratifica- 
tion of the Amsterdam treaty lost? 

The EU sceptics in Denmark who recom- 
mended a “No!” were faced with enor- 
mous opposition, as almost every party in 
parliament, the press, the trade unions — 
in fact the whole of the establishment — 
campaigned against us with huge funds 
with which we could not compete. | 
believe that Danes voted “Yes” out of fear 
of losing money and social welfare instead 
of following their hearts. a 


Notes: 


(1) Since the reforms of 1953, the Danish Par- 
liament has consisted of a single chamber, the 
Folketing, with 179 seats (two of which are 
reserved for Greenland members and another 
two for Faroe Islands members). Members are 
elected for four years at a time. The major par- 
ties are the Social Democrats, the Radical 
Liberals, Conservative, Danish People’s Party, 


Pia 
. Kjzrsgaard 
MP 





Liberals, Socialist People's Party, Left-wing 
Socialists, Christian People’s Party, Centre 
Democrats and Progress Party. 


(2) The Danish People’s Party had won 6.8% 
of the vote in the local elections of November 
1997. 


(3) The Progress Party was founded in 1972 
by Mogens Glistrup, a tax lawyer, after he failed 
to win a nomination as a candidate for the Con- 
servative Party. After a spectacular start (it 
became the second-largest party, with 16%, 
the following year), its support waned some- 
what, many Danes disliking its fundamentalist 
libertarianism. In 1976, the party adopted the 
“Glistrup clause”, guaranteeing Glistrup lifetime 
membership as a voting member on the 
national executive committee. It suffered a 
major blow when Glistrup served three years 
in prison for tax fraud (1984-1987). Mrs 
Kjaersgaard took over as leader and repealed 
the Glistrup clause in 1990 (Glistrup left the 
party and founded the Wellbeing Party 
(Trivselspartiet) which failed to win any seats) 
and Progress improved its performance, to 
obtain 11 seats in 1994. Since the departure 
of Mrs Kjaersgaard and the foundation of the 
DPP, Progress support has dipped to its lowest 
level ever. 


(4) Quoted in European Voice, 5-11 March 
1998. 
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FIGHTING ON 

Sir, 

I am writing to say that Right 
Now is “right up my street” 
and I am gladly subscribing 
straight away. As I am ap- 
proaching my 86th birthday, I 
would like to subscribe for two 
years in the first instance. 

In my recently published 
autobiography, Fighting On 
(New Millennium, 292 
Kennington Rd, London SE11 
4LD) I have written extremely 
strongly about the EU and the 
reasons why we should not 
touch it with a barge pole. Five 
of the top publishers in Britain 
declined to publish my book on 
the grounds that they consid- 
ered it to be too explosive, too 
outspoken and not politically 
correct enough. However, it is 
selling so steadily that I have 
had to order a reprint and the 
reviews I have received have 
been most favourable. 

I wish Right Now every 
possible success. 
General Sir Walter Walker, 
KCB, CBE, DSO**, 
Sherborne, Dorset 


AN END TO DYSGENICS 
Sir, 

Your “Vignettes” column 
quotes the courageous Profes- 
sor Richard Lynn. I have not 
read his Dysgenics, but he 
seems to be on the right lines. 
Improvements in health, and 
the welfare state, while 
splendid things, have had the 
effect of increasing the relative 
size of a less ambitious, less 
enterprising “welfariat”. 
Middle-class couples (I 
generalise, of course), aspiring 
to a lifestyle including private 
health care, school fees and 
private pensions will probably 
sensibly limit themselves to 
two children, whereas welfariat 
couples see less need to limit 
their offspring. This is not a 
laudable, but is at least an 
understandable, reaction to the 
easy availability of handouts. 

It would be impractical (and 
very boring) to live in a society 
composed entirely of middle 
class people with IQs of 130 
plus, but should we be under- 
writing the growth of an 
underclass at worst indolent 
and criminally inclined and at 
best limited in their interests to 
sport and soap opera? 

What is needed is a social 
eugenicism (to coin a phrase) 
in the fiscal and cultural fields 
to partly redress the balance. 
After all, successive govern- 
ments have already (albeit 









“It is by benefit of letters that 
absent friends are, in a 
manner, brought together.” 


unwittingly) been discriminating 
in favour of one class — the 
underclass. 
Michael Hughes, 
Birmingham 


BRITISH INTERESTS 
Sir, 
I appreciated Peter Gibbs’ “One 
Nation” (RN 18), especially 
his observations about the 
fringe “nationalisms” in 
Scotland and Wales. Having 
Ulster roots, I can well 
understand the frustrations 
which Scots and Welshmen 
have towards London, but this 
same sense of grievance is felt 
by many English. There is one 
overriding grievance, however, 
from which many another 
grievance has arisen — the 
selling out of collective British 
interests to the European 
Union, a betrayal which has 
also, of course, affected Aus- 
tralia, New Zealand and Canada. 
Alex Greer, 
Victoria, British Columbia, 
Canada 


CAUTIOUS WELCOME 
Sir, 
I recently received a copy of 
the latest issue of your 
magazine. I certainly identify 
with most of the aims of your 
magazine’s campaign as set out 
in your letter and would 
augment them by including the 
break-up of the UK, the threat 
to Northern Ireland, the 
elimination of our centuries old 
weights and measures and the 
contemptible imposition of a 
multiracial order on our nation. 
Where I differ is in the tacit 
understanding that Britain can 
be saved by any of the main- 
stream parties. When the 
Conservatives were in power 
under Mrs Thatcher, no 
attempt was made to dismantle 
the Marxist agencies of 
egalitarianism brought in by 
the socialists; nothing was done 
to stem the immigration to 
which Mrs Thatcher had 
alluded before the ’79 election 


Write to: The Editor, 
BCM Right, London, WCIN 3XxX. 
or E-mail: rightnow@compuserve.com 
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or to tackle the growing 
problems associated with the 
changed structure of society; 
nothing was done to curb the 
movement towards assimilation 
by Brussels (indeed Mrs 
Thatcher signed and approved 
the Single Market Act). 
Northern Ireland was further 
betrayed by the Anglo-Irish 
Agreement which she also 
signed and approved. The 
insidious but now overt 
degeneracy of the arts and 
media has never been chal- 
lenged by the party which 
claimed to represent traditional 
values, the family and social 
cohesion. Nothing would ever 
induce me to vote Conservative 
again. 

BJ Clifton, 

Cardiff 


REFERENDUM NOW! 

Sir, 

I heartily agree with your 
editorial, “The Common 
Currency Con-Trick’”, and 
would like to add one sugges- 
tion, based on my experience 
as Secretary of Herefordshire 
Keep the Pound Campaign. 
The commonest objection to us 
is not any disagreement but 
that the Euro is inevitable. We 
also often get asked “Why 
now? Why not wait until the 
referendum?” To which of 
course the answer is that Labour 
wants to wait for favourable 
public opinion polls. 

Unless we keep the majority 
on our side we shall be within 
EMU before we know where 
we are. My idea is to campaign 
on the slogan “Referendum 
Now!” Unless Labour is quite 
shameless there will have to be 
a referendum, but probably not 
until 2002. I want one before 
then because, frankly, we will 
have a better chance of winning. 
But there are disinterested 
reasons too. The Stock 
Exchange hates uncertainty. 

The retort may be that the 
referendum will not be ony 
principle but on the practicality 





of whether EMU is good for 
this country. To the extent that 
it is a question of practical 
economics this is quite unsuit- 
able for a referendum. Who 
will be qualified to judge? But 
shall we commit suicide now 
(Ashdown), in 2002 (Blair), 
2008 (Hague) or never? That’s 
a question, inevitably, of 
principle. Sooner or later, we 
are going to have to argue that 
the referendum is a question of 
principle, not economics. If so, 
why not now? 

Ian Robinson, 

Hereford 


(Herefordshire readers who 
would like to help the 
Herefordshire Keep the Pound 
Campaign may telephone Mr 
Robinson on (01432) 760523) 


BRITISH SINE QUA NON? 
Sir, 

I refer to William Hague’s 
announcement of a “listening 
tour” that will give the 
Conservative Party a clearer 
notion of what it needs to do to 
have any hope of winning 
future elections. But as we all 
know to our cost, the selective 
deafness of politicians allows 
them to hear only those things 
which leave their own predilec- 
tions and dogmas undisturbed. 
So whatever else finally 
emerges from this publicity 
stunt, rest assured it will not 
include the following 
unequivocal commitments: 

1. Preservation of the 
United Kingdom (whilst 
avoiding over-centralised 
government). 2. Restoration of 
Britain as a fully independent 
nation state with open access to 
world markets and governed by 
its own laws. 3. An immediate 
end to non-European immigra- 
tion and “asylum-seekers” and 
a generously assisted voluntary 
repatriation programme. 4. An 
economic policy designed to 
protect home industries and 
jobs from unfair foreign 
competition and speculators. 

Failing a total commitment 
to the above policies there is 
nothing that he or any other 
party leader can say which is 
worth listening to at all, since 
these polices are the sine qua 
non if the British people are to 
have a future. Fail on these 
crucial issues, Mr Hague, and 
you can succeed at nothing 
else, but take them to heart and 
you have already won the next 
election. 

F Johnson, 
Louth, Lincolnshire 
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Meetings and activities 


A March for | 





On Saturday 18 July there was a March 
for Freedom starting from the Magna Carta 
memorial at Runnymede and ending at 
Westminster. Lord Stoddart, the Labour 
eer and the Chairman of the Campaign 
Ey an Independent Britain, gave a good 
speech at Runnymede to set the march- 
ers off and Lord Lamont greeted the 
marchers when they arrived at the Tower 
Gardens adjacent to the Houses of Parlia- 
ment. Norris McWhirter CBE, Chairman of 
the Freedom Association, spoke at 
Runnymede and Westminster. The March 
was organised by Dennis Delderfield, the 
National Chairman of New Britain. 
A knight and his squire, both in full ar- 
mour, gave Lord Stoddart a scroll to hand 
in at Buckingham Palace and the march- 


Edward O Wilson 


Professor Edward O Wilson, the American 
biologist who is widely considered to be 
one of the world’s greatest living scien- 
tists, spoke to a large and enthusiastic 
audience in central London, on Septem- 
ber the 22nd. 

The lecture was held to mark the pub- 
lication of Concilience, Professor Wilson’s 
latest book, which argues that human 
knowledge, fragmented over the last two 
centuries into separate disciplines, is once 
again beginning to coalesce, enabling us 
to gain remarkable insights into the 
human condition. 

Professor Wilson is not a political 
thinker as such, but his writings and the 
scientific disciplines he has helped to found 
and promote, are ultimately of significant 
political interest. All political creeds have 
to make certain assumptions regarding 
human nature and how human society 
actually works. Rapidly increasing scien- 
tific knowledge is arbi us to test these 
assumptions. For example, the Human 
Genome Project will help to clarify the 
extent to which human attributes are 


Freedom 


¥ | 


ie 


ers carried with them a sackful of letters 
addressed to each MP asking that the 
freedoms given by Magna Carta should be 
kept and that we should be ruled from 
Westminster and not Brussels. 

The scroll was handed in at Bucking- 


ham Palace asking the Queen to do all she 
could to see that the Magna Carta 
freedoms were kept and the marchers sang 
the National Anthem outside the Palace. 
There has since been a letter from The 
Queen thanking the marchers. 80 march- 
ers started from Runnymede and were 
joined by other supporters in London so 
that there were 250 at the end of the 
March. It has been decided to make the 
March an annual event and the target is to 
get 1,000 marchers next year. Q 





aenbedly, rather than environmentally, 
etermined. 

If the Right has confidence that its 
principles are buttressed by a correct 
understanding of human nature then it has 
nothing to fear from scientific discovery. 
Not so the Left: Professor Wilson’s earlier 
book, Sociobiology, was bitterly attacked 
by both feminists and the far Left because 
it helped to demolish the egalitarian 
fantasy that the observable ifferences 
between humans were only created by 
an unfair social environment. 

Professor Wilson described how new 
‘borderland’ disciplines, which cross-over 
the borders of traditional scientific and 

hilosophic subject areas, are enhancing 
uae knowledge. These new disciplines, 
including behavioural genetics, cognitive 
neuroscience and evolutionary biology, all 
undermine the notions of environmental 
determinism and innate human equality 
that are crucial fo all egalitarian creeds. 

Professor Wilson’s talk was warmly 
received by an audience consisting mainly 
of academics and students - an encour- 
aging sign of intellectual trends for the 
future perhaps? Q 











The London 
Swinton Circle 


The London Swinton Circle is a group 
of Conservatives whose political orien- 
tation is Powellite. We meet six to eight 
times a year at the Palace of Westmin- 
ster. Recent speakers have included Dr 
Liam Fox MP, Oliver Letwin MP and 
Christopher Gill MP. 


Further details are obtainable from: 


Allan Robertson, 
Secretary, 

22 Albury Street, 

London SE8 3PS 


Membership is only £6 per annum. 


Keep the 
United Kingdom 


United! 


A festival of song, dance and prose 
from England, Scotland, Wales and 
Northern Ireland. 


Saturday 10th October 1998 
at Westminster Cathedral Hall, 
Ambrosden Avenue, SW 1 
(two minutes from Victoria Station), 
2.30pm-4.30pm. 


Refreshments available at the Hall from 2pm. 
Tickets £5.00. 


People are invited to send for Loyalty Pledge 
forms to HM The Queen which they are asked 
to get signed locally and bring to the festival. 
The Pledges of Loyalty will be taken by cou- 
rier from the Hall during the festival and de- 
livered direct to Buckingham Palace. 


Trafalgar Day 


21 October 1998 7.30 pm. 


A Trafalgar Day Dinner in the Nelson Room 
of the Trafalgar Tavern, Greenwich. 

Guest of Honour: Vice-Admiral Sir John 
Roxburgh KCB, CBE, DSO. 

Guard of Honour: City of London Sea 
Cadet Corps. 

Grace: Reverend Basil Watson, OBE, RN, 
former chaplain, Royal Naval College, Green- 
wich. Rule, Britannia!: Opera singer Mary 
Rose Langfield. Black tie or lounge suit for 
men, cocktail dress for ladies 


Tickets £26.00 


Earlier in the day there will be the opportunity 
to attend the Royal Navy’s Nelson ceremony 
in St Paul’s Cathedral, to view collections of 
Nelson memorabilia and tour the Royal Naval 
College. 


Tickets, Loyalty Pledge Forms and 
more information from: 


D Delderfield, New Britain, Suite 23, 
Salisbury House, London Wall 
EC2M 5QQ. 


Telephone (0171) 628 2841 
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Around Lake Derwentwater 


Roy Kerridge goes on an autumnal walkabout in the Lake District 


Boats on Derwentwater 





step away from the town centre of Keswick, in 
Cumberland, and Lake Derwentwater comes into 

view, a vista of forests and mountains rising up 
from the far shore. Wild and tame scenery stand side by 
side, for there is a teashop close by, with tables set outside 
in a rose garden. 

At Friar’s Crag, a rocky peninsula dotted with Scots 
Pine, I followed a dusty path one autumn day to the Ruskin 
Memorial. Near this stone pedestal, the Arthur Rackham- 
like roots of trees branched down to the water in long 
mysterious tanglings and intertwinings. From here, I 
watched flocks of rare merganser ducks flying and landing 
on the lake waters. 

A cloth-capped Ancient Mariner of a man stopped me 
and told of an aeroplane that had recently swooped over 
the trees and crashed into the car park. Apparently its 
owner had been in debt and sought to end it all by a 
spectacular plunge into the lake, but missed and hit the car 
park. “If everyone who was in debt carried on like that, 
there’d be no-one left” my informant remarked. He was a 
misanthropic old man by the name of Hogarth, and had 


been a carter before the First World War — “only part-time, 


like” he hastened to add. 

The part-time carter left a disagreeable impression on 
me, and [| hurried back to my silvery Derwentwater. Many 
of the country people arond Keswick, I noticed, seemed 
rather sour, probably because foreign holidaymakers stared 
at them too much. One shepherd I noticed, when photo- 
graphed by an American couple, seemed to be seething 
with rage. The bewildered Amerians didn’t know what 


they had done wrong. They and I had a pleasant chat. 
The man was a real Mariner, although not Ancient — 
a merchant seaman on holiday. 

A path through the trees led to a rickety wooden 
landing stage, where I boarded a pleasure boat for a sail 
around the lake. I not only saw the crested merganser 
ducks at close quarters, but dabchick, herons, mallard, 
wild geese and a big cormorant. This cormorant soon 
became an old friend, seen every day, diving or flying to 
and fro. And those autumn colours! The Japanese maple 
trees among the firs on the bank blazed a bright crimson, 
equally splendid when seen from below in a boat or from 
afar on Friar’s Crag. Blue mountains behind the maples 
would probably make Canadian visitors feel very much 
at home. 

Evening at Derwentwater, as seen from the terraced 
gardens of the parish church — as the blues faded into 
blacks, the lights went on in the mansion hotel across the 
water. Darker and darker grew lake, mountains and sky. 
By the time the stars were out and twinkling, the hotel had 
vanished, all but the bright windows, which now seem as if 
they opened directly from the mountainside, the cave 
windows of a magic king. 

In the darkness, I followed the fading white line of 
tombstones towards dark yew trees and the lamplit streets 
of Keswick. LJ 


Roy Kerridge’s latest book, The Story of Black History, 
was published this year by Claridge Press. See review 
on page 18. 
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